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eB firſt 3 the 
general ſubjett : Which is—4 VINDICATION OF THE 


AUTHENTICITY OF THE VERSE, 1 JOHN v. 7. (a) 


%Y 


Ve ſecond contains all the POSITIVE evidence, which 


the author has adduced directly in proof of that authenticity. 
Many other proofs are urged thereto indirectly, as it were, 
or collaterally, an the three ſubſequent Letters. (b) 


The third fates, and replies to the objeAions, which Dr. 
Benson has brought againſt the originality ＋. this conteſied 
paſſage. ſcj 


| The fourth is — in confidering the objeflions of Si r 
IsAac NzwrTon, M. GRIESBACH, and Mr. Bowrzk. 
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PREFACE, 


Phe Afth attends to the THREE principal objeRtions 
which are, or may be, alledged againſt this diſputed text : 


end ſums up the whole een b it particularly 
to My. Gibbon. 


In the three Letters laſt mentioned, many allegations 
againſt this verſe are occaſionally anſwered, which have 
been brought by M. Son, Eur rv, MicHAtlis, 
WTSsTEIx, LA Crozg, and LR Loxs. 


This edition is built, generally, on the baſis of that which 
immediately preceded it. But many parts of the ſupenſtruc. 
ture are mum by the of of nr, and (as it ſeems) vu 
luable materials. 


A miſtake in the firſt edition of theſs Lovers, as to rde time 
of the pnblication of Valla's Commentary by Eraſtnus, was 
mentioned, in the Preface to the ſecond edition, to have 
been then reflified and correfled in the body of thewwork. For 
this correction the author of theſe pages was indebted to tbe 
odliging communications, and the critical abilities of the pre- 
ſent very ſearned Biſhop of Durham. : 


Some errors of the ſecond, are rectißed in the preſent, edi» 
tion. As the paſfages ocrur in the pages of the Letters, the 
neceſſary correftions are in general marked by a marginal note. 
But the ſubſtitution of the ſeventh, in the place of the eighth, 
verſe in the argument as to Valla's MSS, and the aſſumption 
that the Latin MSS read 1N unum ſunt in the concluding 

2 : clauſule 


An rA ER. 
elanfuls of 166 eighth werſo—avere errors in that edition, 


eohich call for, and they now receive, an open and diflinth ac> 
knowledgement. My opinion, however, flill remains firm, 
{and it will not be eaffly eu to be en unreaſonable opinion) 
that the final clanfute of the eighth werſe was origindltyworit- 
ten (eig 70 &) ix unum; ani that the preſent reading of the 
mann 
Bafty copyif, or tranſlator, | 


Mere are forw ſubjects in — * 
ciſm, in which one ſimple queſtion, as it appears on a diſlant 
wiew, expands itſelf, on a nearer approach, into ſo many 
complicated branches, and covers ſo large a field of hiftorical 
and theological difquifition, as the objett of the prefint in- 
qwiry. In the perplexities of fuch a ination, where vigilance 
cannot prevent miſinformation, or integrity exempt irfelf 
from miſconceprion, it is impoſſible that error tan b en- 
tirely excluded or avoided. Þ is moſt fortunate, however, 
that theft miſinformations, and miſunderſtandings,. do not ma» 
rially affect the great queſtion diſcuſſed in theſe Letters. 


2 
* 


It is not to be underſtood, that a diſtin anſwer is meant 
to be given, in the following pages, to every ftrifinre which 
has been made on the former editions of theſe Letters. Few 
of them, which I have ſeen, can claim the credit of originality. 
A reply to Simon, Emlyn, or Wetſtein, gives to this claſs of 
writers their own confutation. Still fewer ure entitled to 
the praiſe of candor and liberality. Cum talibus neque 
amicitias habere volo, neque inimicitias. The ' argument, 

in 
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Weg any tact init kigg, Jet important i in its nature. 
and conſequences$+ has ade the 2 * 

| #pou his time and attention, fince · his return from Paris in * 

| 4 hat hear. They«pho know Mim vill not led, and they to 

| whom he is unknown will n * any Ertber . 
X ian on this ſubject. 5 


* 


The charges, ort ly e again Gibbon and 
h Dr. Benſon, gre retdined in This edigion 4 not merely becauſe 
= they houg, fallen. into error, but became I: too evidently ap- 
; pears, that they have attem pred to miſlead others, by ſacri- 
 ficing the faithfulneſs of facts to their on predilections. For 
dll charges uo apology will he required, when the nature of 

the affence ſpall be I, 2208 which has excited them, 5 
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10 
THE RIGHT REVEREND 
LORD BISHOP OF LONDON, 


THE FOLLOWING 


LETT I n 8 
ARE MOST HUMBLY 
INSCKIBED AND DEDICATED: 
AS SOME TESTIMONY, 
HOWEVER SMALLg 
OF REVERENCE FOR HIS VIRTUES, 
AND AS SOME TOKEN, 
HOWEVER INSIGNIFICANT) 


- OF GRATITUDE FOR HIS FAVORS 
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LETTER 
I. 


SIR, 


I SHALL make no apology to you for the fol- 
lowing addreſs. It is cauſed by certain aſſer- 
tions, which are contained in a work lately given 
by you to the public; in the truth, or falſehood 
whereof the public is materially concerned. 


The aſſertions, here meant, are found in the 
——_ note to the third volume of your © Hiſ- 

* tory of the Decline and Fall of the Roman 
Empire.“ 


© The three witneſſes” (r. John, v: 7) have 


© been eſtabliſhed in our Greek Teſtaments, by the 
* prudence of Eraſmus ; the honeſt bigotry of the 
Complutenſian Editors: the typographical fraud, 
Hor error, of Robert Stephens in the placing a 
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4 LETTER I. 


* crotchet ; and the deliberate falſehood, or ſtrange 
* miſapprehenſion of Theodore Beza.” (a) 


The verſe of St. John, here alluded to, Rande 
thus in our common Teſtaments— 


For there are Three that bear record in Heaven; 
* the Father, the Word, and the Holy Ghoft : and 
& theſe Three are one.” 


As the charges, which you have thus brought 
againſt the Complutenſian Editors, againſt Robert 
Stephens, and Theodore Beza ( Eraſmus being rather 


praiſed, than cenſured by you, for a reaſon which 


may hereafter appear) ſeem to be expreſſed in 
terms purpoſely obſcure,—it appears neceſlary, in 
the firſt place, briefly to enquire whether any part 
of their conduct will juſtify theſe ſeveral accuſa- 
tions ; making, however, ſome previous mention 


of Late. 
I. Eraſmus 


(a) There is a deficiency in this ſentence which ought to be ſup- 
plied. St. John ſpeaks, in two ſucceſſive verfes of the chapter in queſ- 
tion, of ix Witneſſes: three in heaven, and three on earth. Mr. Gibbon 
has no quarrel with the three Witneſſes on earth. His Note is level- 
led againſt the ebree HEAVENLY Witneſſes only. It ſeemed neceſſary 
to ſtate this diſtinction here, and to keep it conſtantly in view in the 
following Diſſertation. 


- 


LETTER EL 5 


I. Eraſmus publiſhed his fir/ edition of the Greek 
Teſtament at Bafil, A. D. 1516, in leſs than a cen- 


tury after the invention of the art of printing. It 


Vas the firſt Greek Teſtament which the world re- 
ceived from the preſs. He publiſhed a ſecond edi- 


tion of the ſame work, at the ſame place, in A. D. 
1519, In theſe two editions this verſe | 1 John 
v: 7] was not inſerted ; which omiſſion firft (5) 
caſt the imputation of impoſture upon it. Being 
publicly reprehended for this omiſſion by our 
countryman Edward Lee (or Ley) and by Lopes 
Stunica (or Afluniga, as it is ſometimes written) a 


learned Spaniard, Eraſmus afterwards, in A. D. 


I 522, publiſhed his third edition, in which he re- 
ſtored this text of the three [heavenly] Witneſſes : 
declaring, as his apology for having left it out of 
his two former editions, that he had not found it 
in five Greek MSS which he had then conſulted ; 
but that he had now replaced | repo/uimus] the 
verſe, becauſe he found that it did exiſt in an an- 
cient Greek MS in England. (c) 


B 3 IT. The 


(% % Prafatio Hieronymi Intepretes quoſdam ob omiſſionem ejus 
[this Verſe] “ culpat ; inſertis vero ejus vox, ante Eraſmi ztatem, 
*« ut fraudis plena damnata e.“ (Wolf. ur. Philol, Edit. Hamb. Vol. 
v. pa. 306.) | | 

(e) Appendix No. I. 
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IT. The famous Polyglott of the Old and New 
Teſtament was printed at Complutum in Spain, 
under the patronage of Cardinal Xzmenes in A. D. 
1514; but was not publiſhed until ſeveral years 
afterwards. It was the reſult of the joint labors 
of many (4) learned men, who were ſeleQed by 
the Cardinal for that purpoſe, and furniſhed with 
all the Greek MSS, and other aids, which his great 
political as well as perſonal influence could pro- 
cure. In this work the Complutenſian Editors have 
inſerted the text of 1 Joh V: 7: which inſertion, 
it ſeems, deſerves no better an appellation from 


Mr. Gibbon than that of honeſt bigotry.” 


III. In A. D. 1546 Robert Stephens publiſhed 
his firſt edition of the Greek Teſtament, That 
this work might be as perfect as poſſible, great in- 
duſtry was uſed to colle& ſuch Greek MSS as had 
eſcaped the enquiries of the editors of Complutum. 


And thoſe endeavours were attended with ſuch 


ſucceſs, that Robert Stephens, in the proſecution of 
that work, © collated (e) his Greek text with ſix- 


teen 


(4) The number of theſe learned men, was forty-two and they 
were employed in this great work not leſs (as is commonly believed) 
than ffreen years. Alſtedii Encyclop. Lib. xxxii, Cap. 7. Gomez in 


vita Ximenis. 


le) See his Preface, Appendix No. II. 
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teen very ancient MSS.“ This edition of A. D. 


1546, and a ſubſequent one in A. D. 1549, not 
being printed in a volume large enough to admit 
of marginal remarks, and notations of different 
readings, contained only the plain Greek text of 
the New Teſtament. And in both theſe editions 
ſtands this teſtimony of the three [heavenly] Wit- 


- neſſes. In A. D. 1550 Robert Stephens gave a third 


edition to the world on a larger ſcale; in which 
he diſtinguiſhed the different Greek MSS, which 
he had collated, by Greek letters (8, y, 8c.) and 
the various readings by an obelus, and ſemi-paren- 
theſis or crotchet ; which, wherever they might be 
inſerted, were meant to denote, that from the word 
before which the obelus was placed, to the ſtation 
where the ſemi-parentheſis was found in the Greek 


text, that verſe or verſes, word or words, was 


wanting in the particular MSS cited in the margin. 
In this third edition Robert Stephens has thus 


marked, in a great variety of inſtances, ſometimes 


a ſingle word alone, and ſometimes ſeveral words 
following each other. As he found in ſeveral of his 
own Greek MSS, and in the Complutenſian Bible, 
this /eventh verſe entire; ſo in the reſt of them he 
remarked the particular words [ tw zgaw] in 
Heaven to be wanting. At the head of theſe 
three words, therefore, Robert Stephens placed an 

B 4 | _ obelus 
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0 | LETTEE 1. 


obelus in his edition of A. D. 1550, and a ſemi- 


parentheſis at the end of them: thereby denoting. 


to the reader, that thoſe rec worde were wanting 


in the particular MSS- referred to in the margin, 


And this, Sir, you call“ the typographical fraud 


or error of Robert Stephens.” 


IV. Theodore Beza (whoſe erudition and piety, 
did honor to the age in which he lived) was born 
at Vezelai, in or about A. D. 1519, and died in 
A. D. 1605. He publiſhed an edition of the 
New Teſtament, with annotations, at Geneva in 
A. D. 1556. He was urged to this work by Ro- 
bert Stephens, who, on Beza's compliance with his 
ſolicitations, permitted to him the free uſe of all 
his Greek MSS. In his notes on this paſſage of 
St. John he ſays (f) © This verſe does not occur 
in the Syriac verſion,” &c, © but it is found in 
* the Engliſh MS, in the Comtp{utenſian edition, 

and in ſome ancient MSS of Stephens. In the 
Engliſh MS the words Father, Word, and Spirit, 
are written without their articles; but they are 
read with their articles in our (g) MSS. The 


| Engliſh 
(/) Appendix No. III. 
(g) Beza, throughout his annotations, calls the MSS of Stephens 
4 nofiri codice —our MSS. 
The notes juſt referred to ſupply, in a very ſmall compaſs, Hue in- 
ſtances of this appellation, Many others will be added hereafter. 


* 
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Engliſb MS has, ſimply, the word Spirit, with- 
out adding to it the epithet Holy; in ours they 
© are joined, and we read Holy Spirit. As to the 
words, in Heaven, they are wanting in /even an- 
* cient MSS.“ And he further uſes theſe remark- 


cc 


able expreſſions 7 am entirely ſatisfied that abe 


6c 


ought to retain this verſe,” 


This is the plain truth, briefly ſtated, of the pro- 
ceedings of Eraſmus, Robert Stephens, Theodore 
Beza, and the editors of Complutum, relative to the 
verſe in queſtion. To this ſhort ſtatement permit 
me to add the following obſervations, 


I. You ſeem, Sir, not to be more happy in your 
indirect commendation of Eraſmus in this matter, 
than we ſhall hereafter find you to have been in your 
direct cenſures of the other editors. In whatever 
light we view the conduct of Eraſmus, it betrays 
great weakneſs. If he were really poſſeſſed of five 
ancient MSS in which this verſe had no place, and 
had thought it his duty to expel it accordingly from 
his two former editions, he ought not to have re- 
ſtored it in his third edition upon the bare autho- 
rity of a ſingle MS. It ſeems impoſſible to ac- 

count 
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count for the behaviour of Eraſmus, in this mat- 
ter, taking the whole of it into contemplation at 
once, but upon one of theſe ſuppoſitions. Fither 
he could not produce the five MSS, in which he 
had alledged the verſe to be omitted ; or he had 
other authorities, much ſuperior to the teſtimony . 
of a ſingle MS, for re-placing the verſe, which he 
was not however ingenuous enough to acknow- 
ledge. And this concluſion will not perhaps ſeem 
altogether unwarrantable, when the teſtimonies, 
which I mean to produce in my next letter in fa- 
vor of the originality of this verſe, ſhall have 
been fully weighed ; and when it ſhall be further 
conſidered that Eraſmus was ſecretly inclined (þ) 
to Arianiſm : a circumſtance, which rendered him 
by no means an indifferent editor of this fifth 
chapter of St. John. Upon the face of his own 
apology, then, the conduct of Eraſinus in this in- 
ſtance was mean. Upon the ſuppoſition of his 
having kept back from the world his rue motives 
of action, it was gro/ly diſingenuous and unworthy, 
And yet for a proceeding which muſt fall under 
one of theſe inevitable alternatives; you, Sir, it 


ſeems, cannot find a more ſevere ſtricture than 
cc 
the 
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* the prudence of Eraſmus!” If Eraſmus had not 
poſſeſſed the merit of caſting the firft public impu- 
tation of impoſture on this verſe, which others 
have ſince been induſtrious to prove his ſubſe- 
quent recantation, his © repoſutmus,” would hardly 
have met with ſo mild a rebuke from Mr. Gibbon. 


II. The admiſſion of the text in queſtion into 
the ſeveral editions of Robert Stephens's Greek 
Teſtament, was not owing to a typographical error 
of that editor. You, Sir, I preſume, would ſay 
that Robert Stephens meant to have placed his obe- 
lus and ſemi-parentbeſis ſo as to have denoted the 
whole of the verſe 1 John v: 7 (inſtead of the 
three words e ro zgaw) to have been wanting in 
ſeven of his MSS; and that his not doing ſo was 
a miſtake, Without requiring your authority for 
ſo arbitrary an aſſumption, we may ſatisfy our- 
ſelves from the beſt authority poſſible, the internal 
evidence of the volume itſelf, that the whole of 
ſuch a ſuppoſition muſt be groundleſs. To this 
edition of A. D. 1550 Robert Stephens has an- 
nexed a liſt of Errata, or © typographical errors,” 
wherein he has been ſo aſſiduouſſy correct, as anxi- 
oully to point out to the reader one comma forgot- 
ten, and another miſplaced, in that laborious vo- 
lume: but there is no reference in the Errata to 


this 


12 rin 


this verſe of St. John. If an argument like this 
could want ſupport, it might be further remarked 

that John Criſpin an advocate of the parliament of 
Paris, who had retired to Geneva for the ſake of 
the free exerciſe of the reformed religion, publiſhed 
a new edition of the Greek Teſtament at Geneva, 
in A. D. 1553; wherein the obelus and /emi-paren- 
theſis, or crotchet, retain the ſame place in regard 
to this verſe, that they poſſeſſed in the edition of 
Robert Stepbens ; which is a proof that Stephens, 
who was then a fellow-citizen with Criſpin, having 
been compelled to ſeek the ſame refuge for the 
ſame reaſon (i) ſuperadded to a ſerious care for 
his perſonal ſafety, never found out (what you, 
Sir, it ſeems, have now found out for him) any 
wm typographical error in the placing his crotchet,” 
, A | 


III. Was this text inſerted in Beza's Greek Tef- 
tament through the range miſapprebenſion, or 
through any miſapprehenſion at all, of Theodore 
Bega. The contentions of Eraſmus with Ley and 
S!unica had awakened the attention of Chriſtians 
in general to this ſubject, upwards of ?wenty years 
before Theodore Beza began his commentary. As 
a principal member of the reformed church, as a 

man 
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(i) Theſe circumſtarces will be ſtated more at large hereafter, 
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man famed for erudition and integrity, the eyes of 
all Europe were fixed on Beza's expected publica- 
tion. Indeed he ſeems to have felt himſelf called 
to the taſk: and accordingly his own words, be- 
fore quoted in this letter, ſhew that he gave the 
matter a full conſideration ; that he contraſted the 
Syriac verſion &c. with his own authorities, and 
compared them together ſo attentively as even to 
note in which of them a ſingle article, or epithet 
was wanting ; that he had, in ſhort, fully weighed 

the reaſons on both ſides, and found thoſe for the 

authenticity of the text ſo greatly to preponderate, 

as to enable him to ſpeak his ſerious conviction in 

the moſt decided language: I am entirely ſatis- 

fied that we ought to retain this verſe.” Such mo- 
tives for caution, and ſuch marks of diligence, in 
ſuch a man, leave no room for the idea of miſap- 


prehenſion. 


Thus acquitted of © error and miſapprehenſion,” 
it remains for you, Sir, to ſubſtantiate the other 
parts of your charge againſt Robert Stephens, and 
Theodore Beza ; namely of fraud,” and © de- 
liberate falſehood.” It will become one who wiſhes 
to live to poſterity as a hiſtorian, to conſider well 
how he can juſtify himſelf either in literary can- 
dor, or Chriſtian charity, for accuſing men ſo evi- 
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dently conſcientious, men whoſe characters have 
hitherto been not unſullied only, but illuſtrious, — 
of the complicated crime of a deliberate falſifica- 
tion of Scripture ! | 


IV. Nor are the Complutenſian editors, as it 
feems, juſtly chargeable with bigotry (either honeff 
or diſbongſt) for the part which they took in this 
tranſaction. They were aſſembled to collate the 
Mss of the original language of the Scriptures, 
and to perpetuate their contents to poſterity by 
means unknown to former ages. And what was 


the conduct which they purſued, as far as we, at 


this diſtance of time, are enabled to trace it out ? 
It appears in general, from their Preface, (+) that 
theſe Editors had been favored with ſeveral Greek 
MSS from the Vatican at Rome, for the uſe of their 
Edition. It appears in particular, from the teſti- 
mony of Stunica himſelf (J) that they had pro- 
cured another moſt valuable Greek MS from the 
Ile of Rhodes (which, from that circumſtance, is 
uſually ſtiled the Codex Rhodienſis) for their aſſiſt- 
ſtance in this undertaking. Poſſeſſed of ſuch trea- 
ſures it cannot be ſuppoſed, with reaſon, that theſe 
Editors would neglc& them. Led by ſuch guides 


it 


(4) Appendix No. V. 
(/) Contra Eraſnum, paſlim, 
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it is not to be preſumed, without the moſt clear 
and unequivocal proof, that they would wilfully 
refuſe to follow them. They did no more then in 
this tranſaction, as it ſeems from this general view 
of the ſubject, than inſert in their Polygott a verſe 
which, we have reaſon to conclude, (m) was found 
in all theſe MSS thus conſulted by them. And 
are you then, Sir, ſeriouſly offended that theſe Edi- 
tors, as far as their conduct can thus be traced out, 
did not abuſe the confidence repoſed in them ? Are 
they bigots, becauſe they would not falſify the text 
which they were convened to aſcertain? Bigotry 
may be defined to be a perverſe adherence to any 
opinion of any kind, without giving to the evidence 


on the contrary part an open hearing, and a candid ; 
judgment. Surely, then, it is bigotry in Mr. Gib- 
bon (leaving him at liberty to chuſe his own epithet b 


for it) to expreſs what might, by any mode of in- 
ference, be conſtrued into a wiſh that theſe Editors 
had, in favor of the opinion to which he adheres, 
mutilated thoſe records which they were urged, by 
every principle that ought to govern the human 
mind, to deliver down to future ages unabridged 
and unperverted. I would not, Sir, willingly re- 
mind you of the reproaches of your learned op- 


ponents 
(a) The objections to this concluſion will be conſidered hereafter, 
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ponents () reſpecting the quotations and authort- 
ties by which you attempted. to ſupport the poſi- 
tions, aſſumed in the two well-known chapters of 
of the firſt volume of your hiſtory. I ſhould ſtill 
more unwillingly permit myſelf to draw any ſpecial 
inference from your preſent indignation againſt the 
Editors of Complutum. But, I truſt, I may be al- 
lowed to ſay, that if thoſe Editors had aQted as you 
ſeem to wiſh that they had done, they would, for 
aught that appears to the contrary, have merited 
the appellation. of diſhoneſt bigots—would have 
proved themſelves unworthy betrayers of ,their 
truſt, and unfaithful ſtewards of the oracles of 


GOD! 


I now beg leave, Sir, to ſubmit the queſtion to 
yourſelf, how far theſe three Editors have deſerved 
the charges of error and miſapprebenſion, on the 
one hand, or of bigotry, fraud and deliberate falſe- 
hood on the other, which you have thus urged 
againſt them. And I requeſt your permiſſion to 
endeavour to eſtabliſh, in a future letter, the au- 
thenticity of the text in diſpute by proofs, all of 
them, antecedent to the days of Robert Stephens, 
Theodore Beza, or the Editors of Complutum. 

| I am, Sir, &c. 
LETTER 


(2) Dr. Watſon, Dr. Cbelſum, Mr. Davies, and others. 


SIR, 


| | a my former letter, I truſt it is at leaſt rendered 

highly probable, if not fully proved, that the 
charge which you have brought againſt Theodore 
Beza, Robert Stephens and the Complutenſian Edi- 
tors, relative to the Verſe 1. Jobn v: 7, is not 
warranted by fact, and cannot be ſupported in ar- 
gument. I mean now to proceed, as was at firſt 
propoſed, to eſtabliſh the authenticity of the verſe 
itſelf by teſtimonies of different kinds, all ante- 
cedent in point of time to the days of any of 
the Editors here mentioned : by proofs commenc- 
ing with the age next preceding that of Eraſmus, 
and aſcending from thence to that of the Apoſtles, 
And 


FIRST—-FROM THE WRITINGS OF INDIVIDUALS, 


1. Laurentius V. alla, an Halian nobleman of 
great erudition, was the firſt perſon (as M. Si- 
C mon 


EL .” * — ” pu 


_— c 


18 LETTER II. 


mon (a) obſerves) who ſet himſelf to collect the 
Greek MSS of the New Teſtament. He flouriſhed 
nearly a century before Eraſmus. (b) By aſſidu- 
ous enquiries he poſſeſſed himſelf of ſeven Greek 
MSS ; a number which will appear very conſider- 
able when we reflect, that, through the general 
ignorance of thoſe ages, the Greek language was 
then become almoſt a dead letter, and its MSS 
were in danger of periſhing with it. This paſ- 
ſage of St. John, containing the fix witneſſes, 
three in Heaven and three in earth, ſeems to have 
been found (c) in all theſe MSS; and a part of 
it is commented upon by Valla, in his Notes on 
this Epiſtle. He died in A. D. 1465. 


2. In the end of the fourteenth and the begin- 
| ning 


(a) Hiſt. Crit. du Texte, C. xxix. des Verſions, C. xii. Du Pin, 
Hody, De Bibliorum Textibus originalibus, Edit. Oxon. A. D. 1705, 
p- 441. The learned Dr. A ſeems to have fallen into ſeveral miſ- 
takes, in his Prolegomena, reſpecting the MSS of Valla. See Bengelius 
(Introd. in Crifin) p. 437. | 

V Eraſmus has paid a deſerved tribute of praiſe to Yalla's Anno- 
tations. In his Epiſtle to Fiſcber he ſays, © Si quibus non vacat to- 
tam Grzcorum linguam perdiſcere, ii tamen Vallæ ſtudio non medio- 
criter adjuvabuntur, qui [collatis aliquot vetuſtis atque emendatis 
Græcorum exemplaribus] mira ſagacitate Novum omne Teſtamentum 
excuſſit.“ | 


e Opera L. Valle, Edit. Bafil. A. D. 1543, p. 892. The ob- 
jections to this concluſion will be conſidered hereafter. 
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ning of the fifteenth century lived Joſephus Bry- 
ennius, a Monk of the Greek Church, who cites 
both theſe verſes of St. John in the following 
manner. And it is the Spirit which beareth 
witneſs, becauſe Chriſt is the truth. For there 
are three that bear witneſs in Heaven ; the Fa- 
ther, the Word [oe Aoyes] and the Holy Ghoſt ; and 
theſe three are one. And there are three that 


bear witneſs in earth ; the ſpirit, the water, and 
« the blood. (d) 


Eugenins, Archbiſhop of Cherſon, firſt publiſhed 
this work of Bryennius from an original MS, or 


MSS. And when C. F. Matthzi, Profeſſor of the 


Univerſity of Moſcow, applied to the Archbiſhop 
for information whether he had inſerted theſe 
verſes from Greek MSS, or from the modern 
printed editions of the New Teſtament, his reply 
was Lon may aſſure yourſelf” beyond all doubt, that 
1 found this paſſage in the MS of Bryennius as it 
appears in my printed edition. I had not dared 
otherwiſe to have inſerted it in my book. I conſider, 
and always have conſidered, it as a ſacred obligation 
upon me, in every thing to prefer the truth. (e) 


C 2 3 Emanuel 


(4) Grieſbach. Nov. Teſt, Ed. Hale, A. D. 1777, p. 228. 
(<) C. F. Matthei prefat. in ſept. Epiſ. Cathol. p. Lv1, 
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3. Emanuel (ſometimes written Manuel) Calecas 
lived in the middle of the fourteenth century. He 
was alſo a Monk of the Greek Church. He thus 
quotes 1. hn, v: 7. And the Evangeliſt St. 
John, There are three that bear witneſs, the Fas. 
* ther, the Word [o eyes] and the Holy Ghofl.” 
He purſues the quotation no further, but almoſt 
immediately turns aſide to cite the Goſpel of St. 


Fohn, xv: 26. (f) 


4. In the ſame century Nicholas de Lyra wrote 
a Commentary upon the Scriptures, which is uſu- 
ally ſtiled his Po/tilla. In his text both the verſes 
of this paſſage of St. John are inſerted ; and his 
commentary upon them is as follows. After hav- 
ing Rated the teſtimony of the three heavenly wit- 
neſſes, he adds, one in eſſence, and therefore over 
all one glorious God.“ And after the teſtimony 
of the three witneſſes in earth, he ſubjoins, © be- 
cauſe they agree in the aſſertion of one truth.” He 
held the profeſſorſhip of Divinity at Paris, with 
great reputation. 


F. About a century before this laſt· mentioned 


time appeared the Commentary of St. Thomas (as 
| he 


 (f) Comlef. p. 219. Bibl. Max. Patr. Tom, xxvi. p. 383. 


—_ 
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he is commonly called) on this Epiſtle ; in which 
this paſſage of St. John is not only admitted, but 
commented upon, without any inſinuations of any 
ſuppoſed interpolation. He has alſo frequently 
quoted it in his Sermones feſtivi, in his Treatiſe con- 


tra errores Grecorum, and in his famous work enti- 


tled Summa totius Theologiæ. He died in A. D. 
1274. 00 , 


6. The great antagoniſt of * Fohannes 
Duns Scotus, did not long ſurvive him, dying in 
A. D. 1308. He agrees, however, with Aquinas 
in admitting the teſtimony of the heavenly wit- 
neſſes. In his quotation he firſt refers to the bap- 


tiſmal ordinance given in the laſt chapter of St. 
Matthery, and then proceeds thus. In like man- 


* ner St. John ſpeaks in the fifth chapter of his 
** firſt canonical Epiſtle, There are three that bear 
* witneſs in Heaven, the Father, the Word and * 


* Holy Ghoſt.” (4) 


C 3 7. The 


( Summ. tot. Theol. pars 1. qu. 30, art. 2 &c,-Serm, Feſt. Sane. 
Trin.—Contra Err. Græc. C. xii. qu. . art. . 


«© 8. Thomas Aquinas —Scholaſticorum, ut vocant, Theologorum 
princepa, et Doctor cognomento Angelicus, a Gregorio x. ad con- 
cilium Lugdunenſe evocatus, in itinere in morbum incidit, atque — 
piiſſimè moritur quinquagenarius.” ¶ Auberti Miræi Chron. Edit. Aut- 


| *verp,. A. D. 1608.] 


(i) Appendix, No. vii. Johannes Dunſius Scotus, Doctor Sub- 
| tilis 
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7. The celebrated Darandus, Biſhop of Mende 
in Languedoc, about the middle of the thirteenth 
century, adduces the teſtimony of the fix wit- 
neſſes, three in Heaven and three in earth, in his 
Rationale of Divine Offices. 


His words may be thus tranſlated. © We are 

e inſtructed in the faith by that [part of the] 
“ Epiſtle of St. John, which begins thus: What- 
« ſoever is born of God, overcometh the world. He 
* ſhews what our faith ought to be by teſtimony in 
“Heaven, in earth, and in our own conſciences. 
In earth, when he ſays, There are three that bear 
„ witneſs in earth, the Spirit, the water, and the 
* blood: becauſe our Lord cried with a loud voice 
* when he gave up the ghoſt, and becauſe, when 
dead, there came out [of his pierced fide] blood 
and water, which were proofs of his having 
taken our fleſh upon him. And theſe three are 
* onc; that 1s, they agree in the ſame teſtimony, 
„And there are three that bear witneſs in Hea- 
« ven: the Father in his voice [from Heaven, 
This is my beloved Son] e Son [by his own 
* declarations of himſelf] whilſt in the fleſh; 
and the Holy Ghoſt, in [or by its deſcent as] a 
% Dove. 


t'lis cognamento, ordinis Pranciſcani, moritur Coloniz viii. Novem- 
bris, A. D. 1308.” [Id. Chron, ſup. citat.] 


cc 
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* Dove. And theſe three are one, And the teſ- 
* tiniony of conſcience follows in the [ſame] 
* Epiſtle: He 20ho believes in the Son of God hath 


* the witneſs in himſelf.” (|) 


8. In the ſame century flouriſhed Hugo Cha- 
renſis, He died in A. D. 1262, a Cardinal, and 
high in reputation. He has not only quoted, but 
commented upon, both the verſes 1 John v: 7 
and 8. But his commentary will not be eaſily 
abbreviated: and it is too long and diffuſe to be 
ſtated here at large. A ſhort extract from it ſhall, 
however, be ſubjoined. 


Upon that part of the words of this text, hat 
bear witneſs in Heaven, his annotation is, Namely, 
* that Chriſt is really God. And upon that part 
of the eighth verſe—There are three that bear 
wipe? in _ earth, it adds, © that Chriſt is my 


2.“ (1) 


9. Lombard, who was Biſhop of Paris in the 
twelfth century, appeals to the teſtimony of the 
three [heavenly] witneſſes in the firſt book of his 
Sentences, The general title, which he makes uſe 

of 


(4) Appendix, No. viii, Moreri Tom. 1. p. 388, Ed. 1724. 
(1) Appendix, No, ix. Mereri, Art. Hugues a4 St. Cher. 
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of in this part of his treatiſe, is—De Myſterio 
Trinitatis et Unitatis, The particular ſubdiviſion 
of his ſubject, in which he cites the paſſage in 
queſtion, is entitled, De Teſtimonits Novi Tęſta- 
menti, And he introduces his quotation in the 
following manner. He [Jeſus Chriſt] ſays, I 


cc 


cc 


and my Father are one. He uſes the words 
unum—and ſumus—that ye may know that they 
are one not by confuſion of perſon, but by unity 


of nature. And [St.] John alſo ſays in his 
canonical epiſtle, There are three which bear re- 


cord in Heaven, the Father, the Word [Verbum] 


and the Holy Ghoſt; and theſe three are one. 
And he alſo ſays in the beginning of his Goſpel, 
In the beginning woas the Word, and the Word was 
with God, and the Word was God. (m) 


10. This paſſage of St. John is quoted in the 


ſame century by Rupert, Abbot of Duyts in Ger- 
many. * Hence John the Evangeliſt ſays, There are 


cc 
40 
10 
4c 
40 


40 


three that bear witneſs in Heaven, the Father and 
the Word Verbum] and the Holy Ghoſt. The per- 
ſon of the Father by the voice which came from 
Heaven &c. And there are three that bear 
witneſs in the baptiſm of Chriſt, the Hpirit, the 
water, and the blood.” (n) 

11. In 


bn) Appendix, No. x, 


47 Appendix. No, xi, 
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It. In the ſame, and in part of the eleventh 
century lived St. Bernard (as he is uſually ſtiled) 
who was the firſt Abbot of Clairvaux, or Cler- 
valle, in Burgundy. This paſſage is frequently 
cited in his works, and particularly in his ſermons 
on the Octave of Eaſter, and in the ſixteenth of 
his Parvi Sermones. 


His firſt Sermon on the Octave of Eaſter com- 
ments largely on the % witneſſes, beginning with 
the three in earth, and then proceeding to the 
three | filius] in Heaven. And his ſecond opens 
thus. © A Leſſon has been this day recited to 
* us out of the Epiſtle of St. 7ehn, in which 
we learn that a triple teſtimony has been given 


to us in Heaven, and a triple teſtimony in 
earth.“ (0) 


12. One more writer only of this age ſhall be 


here particularly ſpecified, namely Hugo Viftorinus, 
who was Abbot of the Monaſtery of St. Viclor in 
Paris, He thus quotes the teſtimony of the /ix 
witneſſes, three in Heaven, and three in earth. (9) 


„ There 


(0) Appendix, No. xii. 
(p) Appendix, No. xiii. For other writers of this age, vid. 
Dorſchei (Calov. Bibl.) Diſſert. de Spir. aqua ct ſang.— Calov. de pu- 


ritate fontium. 
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FTbere are three that bear witneſs in Heaven. 
Three | witneſſes] in heaven, three in earth, [in 
* each] three teſtimonies, The firſt teſtimony as 
© to Heaven is the Deity. In him his power, 
* his wiſdom and his goodneſs give proof of full 
« and abſolute perfection: the Father, the Son, 


« [filius] and the Holy Ghoſt, and theſe three Pro- 


perly and from the beginning are one: from 
* which, in which, and by which, are all things. 


* In this [earth] the ſpirit, the water and the 


* blood bear witneſs of remiſſion, For without 
* blood there is no remiſſion | of ſins.] And theſe 


« three are one.” 


13. Euthymivs Zygabenus lived at Conflantinople 


in the eleventh century, in the reign of Alexis Com- 


nenus, He compilcd a work which is commonly 
called the Panoplia Dogmatica, of which he gives 
the following account (here abbreviated) in his 
preface, or introduction. Our King and Maſ- 
ter, Alexis, having cauſed the declarations of the 
* holy Fathers, the ſupporters of the true faith, to 
* be collected together in one treatiſe, by wiſe and 
learned men of the preſent age, deputed to me 
* the office of placing the ſentences of thoſe Fa- 

| „ thers 
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« thers in order, and diftribunng them I in 
their p ſtations,” 


He then proceeds to ſelect ſeveral paſſages from 
the ancient Greek Fathers by name, in ſupport of 
the orthodox faith, until he arrives at one part of 
his work, which he entitles, © Of the divine Aſ- 


ſumption of the human nature.” And then adds 


From other Fathers" without naming them. 


Under this head two ſentences copied by him 
may be thus tranſlated. © The word owns [in the 
< neuter gender] is uſedin thoſe [things] which 
* are of the ſame eſſence, where the nature is the 
* ſame and the perſons different : whence this 
“ [expreſſion] AnD [theſe] THREE ARE ONE. 
* But in thoſe [things] which are of a different 
s eſſence the word one is uſed where the perſon is 
the ſame and the natures different: whence this 
e [other expreſſion] And both one. One not by 
* nature, but dy the conjunction of two natures 
« in one perſon.” (½ | 


As Euthymius has given no clear indication from 
which of the Greek Fathers the preceding citation 
was 


(g) See Objection xx. of Dr. Benſin, in which the queſtion as to 
Euth) mius will be reſumed, 


— ] Dios: r — 3 
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was copied, it may for the preſent be referred to 
his own age, the eleventh century, although it may 
hereafter appear to have had a much earlier date. 


- Yet further. . In an edition of the works of Eu- 
thymius, printed at Tergobyſto, the teſtimony of the 
fix witneſſes is read, without any expreſſed doubt 
or diſtruſt as to the authenticity of the three in 
Heaven. It was publiſhed in folio, by Metro- 
pbanes | Hieromonachus] in A. D. 1710. (7) 


14. The Glofſa Ordinaria, the work of Walafrid 
Strabo (t) was compoled in the ninth century. 
This performance has been diſtinguiſhed by the 
higheſt approbation of the learned, in every age 
is ſince its appearance in the world. (F)) In this 
$2, work the text in queſtion is not only found in the 
* Epiſtle, 


(r) Matithei in Epiſ. Cathol. p. 141-3. 

(s) His name is frequently written Strabus, and particularly by Dr. 
Cave. But the following authorities, among others, induce me to 
prefer the other appellative. STRaBo—ll mourut vers Van 849, 
Les divers ouvrages qu' il compoſa ſont un temoignage de ſa pietè 
« et de ſon ſavoir. Ceux qui nous reſtent ſont (i. ii. &c.) vi. G 
«© ordinaria in Sacram Scripturam.” | Moreri, Art. Strabo.] 

& Sic et Walfridus Sr ABO de S. Paulo Apoſtolo” &c, [Max. Bibl. 
Patr. Vol. xxvii: p. 81.] . 

( ) M. Simon ſpeaks of this Commentary in the following terms. 
Nous n'awvons aucun Commentaire ſur Þ Ecriture qui ai t eu tant d autorite 

| que cette Ghſe, depuis le nouvieme ffecle, quelle commenga a paroitre juſq” a 
ces dermers tems, 
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Epiſtle of St. John, but is commented upon in the 
Notes, with admirable force and perſpicuity. 


In his Preface to this valuable Commentary Wa- 
lafrid Strabolays down the following rules, as means 
whereby to diſcover and correct any errors that 
might ſubſiſt in the tranſcripts of his times, either 
of the Old or of the New Teſtament. © Let it be 
* noted (ſays he, ſpeaking to his readers) that 
here any errors are diſcovered in the Tran- 
ſcripts of the Old Teſtament, we muſt have re- 
* courle to the Hebrew Original, becauſe the Old 
* Teſtament was originally written in the Zebreww 
tongue. But where any ſuch errors ſhall be 
diſcovered in our Tranſcripts of the New Teſ- 
tament, we muſt LOOK BACK TO THE GREEK 
MSS, becauſe the New Teſtament was originally 


written in the Greek language, except the Goſ- 
* pel of St. Matthew, and the Epiſtle of St. Paui 
* to the Hebrews.” (v) 


cc 


cc 


cc 


cc 


cc 


cc 


If, Sir, it ſhall be allowed that this celebrated 
Commentator followed, in his own practice, the 
rules which he has thus preſcribed to others (which 
will hardly be doubted) the Greet MSS, which di- 

„ reed 


(v) Appendix, No. xivs 
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rected him to inſert this Verſe in his Text and 
Commentary, muſt in all probability have been 
more antient than any now known to exiſt. He 
flouriſhed about A. D. 840. Some, at leaſt, of 
the Greek MSS which were uſed by him, cannot 
well be ſuppoſed to have been leſs than zoo, or 
400 (w) years old; the latter of which dates car- 
ries them up to A. D. 440. But the mo ancient 
Greek MS of the New Teſtament, which is now 
known to exiſt, is the Alexandrian; for which, 
however, Melſlein, who ſeems to have conſidered 
the queſtion with great attention, claims no higher 


an antiquity than the cloſe of the % century, or 


about A. D.-490. (x) If this mode of reaſoning, 
then, be not (and it ſeems that it is not) fallacious, 
the text and commentary of Walafrid Strabo ſtand 
upon the foundation of Greek MSS, which are 
more ancient in point of time, and therefore which 


ought to be more reſpected in point of teſtimony, 


than any poſſeſſed by the preſent age. 


15. In 


(w) This ſuppoſition is not immoderate. There are MSS now in 
this kingdom (excluſive of the Alexandrian Teſtament) which are 
more than double the age here aſſumed, This point will be diſcuſſed 
more at large hereafter, under the teſtimonies of Tertullian. 

(x) Mill. Prol. 1338. Dr. Woide, who has publiſhed a Fac-fimile 
of the Alexandrian MS, agrees upon the whole, as to its age, with 
Mill and Wetftein. Appendix, No. xv. 


LETTER II. 31 


15. In the middle of the eighth century Am- 
broſe Anſbert, Abbot of St. Vincent's in Italy, wrote 
a commentary upon the Apocalyßſe; wherein this 
verſe of St. Jobn's Epiſtle is thus applied in ex- 
planation of the fifth Verſe of the firſt Chapter of 
his Revelation. | 


“ By that rule of ſpeaking which is above pre- 
« miſed, the expreſſion of Faithful witneſe, found 
herein, refers to the Son alone; although both 
* the Father and the Holy Ghoſt at the ſame time 
% give a faithful witneſs of themſelves, as it is 
« written, There are three that bear record in Hea- 
ven, the Father, the Word [Verbum] and the 
“% Holy Ghoſt, and theſe three are one.” ( 


16. In the ſame century lived Elipandut, Arch- 
biſhop of Toledo in Spain, who maintained that 
Teſus Chriſt had no exiſtence antecedently to his 
coming into the world, and that he was the Son of 
God by adoption only, and not by any co-eſſen- 
tiality in nature. Theſe opinions of Elpandus 
were ſtrenuoufly oppoſed by Etherius Bithop of 
Uxame, a Suffragan to Elipandus, and by Beatus a 
Prieſt in the A/turias. In the Treatiſe which they 
publiſhed againſt Elipandus on this ſubject, they 


quoted 
Appendix, No. xvi. 


32 LETTER. II. 


quoted ſeveral paſſages of this Epiſtle of St. John 
and this teſtimony of the fix witneſſes in particu- 
lar, three in earth and three [Verbum] in Hea- 


ven. (S) 


17. In the middle of the ſeventh century lived 
Maximus, a Greek writer, frequently ſtiled Maxi- 
mus the Confeſor. He was of a noble family in 
Conſtantinople, was for ſome time high in office 
under the Emperor Heraclius, and was afterwards 
made Abbot of the Monaſtery of Chry/opolis. He 
viſited Africa for a ſhort time about A. D. 641, 
then proceeded to Rome, returned to Conſtantinople 
about A. D. 654, and died cight years afterwards. 


Many learned men contend that he was the au- 
thor of that Dialogue in the Greek language, 
which is generally printed in the works of Albana- 
us, and in which Athanaſius and Arius are the 
aiſumed interlocutors. (a) A part of this Dia- 
logue may be thus tranſlated, ** Is not that lively 
* and ſaving baptiſm, whereby we receive remiſ- 


« {ion of ſius, adminiſtered in the thrice-bleſſed 
| name 


(=) Appendix, No xvii. 

(a) The internal evidence of this Dialogue ſeems to aſſign to it a 
higher date. It was accordingly aſcribed to the fourth century, in 
the former editions of theſe Letters. It is now degraded more by a 
defire of conciliation, than by conviction. | 
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name of the Father, the Son, and the Holy 
* Ghoſt ? And St. Fobn ſays moreover, And tho 


«* three are one.” 


18, In the beginning of this century Johannes 
Damaſcenus, a Greek Monk of Jeruſalem, wrote 
many doctrinal works; among which his four 
books On the Orthodox Faith hold a diſtinguiſhe@ 
place. In the firſt book of this Treatiſe he thus 

ſpeaks. © For their eſſence is one, their goodneſs 
one, their power one, their will one, their 
* energy one, their authority one, —one and the 
* ſame, not three like to each other, but one and the 
* lame exertion of the three perſons | of the God- 
© head.] For each of them [theſe perſons] com- 
* municates with each other no leſs than with 
« himſelf Hence it is that THE FATHER, THE 
„ SON, AND THE HoLy GHOST, ARE ONE in 
* all things, except the ingeneration [of the Fa- 


* ther] and the generation [of the Son] and the 


* proceſſion [of the Holy Ghoſt.]” (6) 
D Although 


% Appendix, No. xviii. Trithemius places Damaſcenus much nearer 
io the age of the Apoſtles. © Apud Conſtantinopolim Prælatus Mona- 
chorum conſtitutus—claruit ſub Theedefio devotiſſimo Fire A. D. 
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Although this quotation does not refer to St. 
Jobn by name, yet it ſeems clearly to allude to the 
verſe 1 Jobnu v: 7. 


19. Caſſiodorius lived in Tal, in the middle of 
the ſixth century. Among other works he wrote 
a Commentary on the Epiſtles of the New Teſta- 
ment, the Acts of the Apoſtles, and the Apoca- 
lypſe, which he entitled Complexioncs. This work 
had lain long in obſcurity in the great library at 
Verona, where it would, probably, have ſtill re- 
mained unnoticed and unknown, had not the late 
very learned Maffeius found it there in ſome of 
his various reſearches, and cauſed it to be printed 
at Florence in A. D. 1721. In his Annotations on 
this chapter Caſſiodorius refers to the fix witneſſes 
in theſe words: © Three myſteries bear witneſs in 
e earth, the Water, the Blood, and the Spirit, which 
& are, we read, fulfilled in the paſſion of our Lord; 
e and in Heaven, the Father, and the Son, and the 
* Holy Ghoſt, and theſe three are one God.” (c) 
And he then proceeds to the ninth verſe of this 
chapter, and comments upon it, and upon the reſt 
of the Epiſtle in order. 


The. 


(c) Appendix, No. xix. 
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The teſtimony of this writer is of the greateſt 
weight, becauſe it appears from his own work, as 
well as from the teſtimonies of Bengelius and Wol- 
fius, (d) that he was exceedingly attentive to the 
true readings of ſuch works as be commented 
upon, particularly the Scriptures ; and becauſe he 
lived antecedently to the reviſal of the New Teſ- 


tament by Alcuinus and others, under Charlemagne, 
which will be mentioned hereafter. 


20. In the beginning of the ſixth century flou« 
iſhed Fulgentius, Biſhop of Ruſpe in Africa. In 
that age the tenets of Arius were eſpouſed by at 
leaſt two African kings, Thraſimond and Huneric. 
Fulgentius oppoſed the Arians (although ſupported 
at that time by the former of theſe kings) with 
zcal and fortitude. And in his works we find this 
verſe, among other paſſages of Scripture, thus 
cited and inſiſted upon as being concluſive againſt 
the tenets of Arins, © In the Father, therefore, 
* and the Son [io] and the Holy Ghoſt [| ſprritu 

D 2 * ſancto] 

(4) Bengelius Edit. Tubingæ, A. D. 1734, p. 755- Hody De Bibl. 
Text, Orig. p. 399. i Cur. Philolog. Index tit. Caffiodoriuss 
and particularly Vol. v: p. 297 and 306. Caſſiodorius own acccunt 
of the means which he had provided for this work, and of his method 
of proceeding in it, deſerves attention. Que ego cunctos NUVEM co- 


dices aucloritatis diving (ut ſenex potut ) ſub collatione priſtarum codicum, 
amicis ante me legentibus,. ſedx/a lectione tranſsvi.” 
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% ſanto] we acknowledge the unity of eſſence, 
« hut dare not confound the [diſtinQtion of] per- 
“ ſons. For the bleſſed Apoſtle St. John teſtifies, 
* that here are three which bear record in Heaven, 
* the Father, the Word, and the Spirit, and theſe 
* Three are One. Which ALso the moſt holy Mar- 
tyr Cyprian declares in his Epiſtle De Unitate 
« Fccleſie ; wherein, to demonſtrate that there 
ought to he an unity in the Church as there 1s 
in the Godhead, he has brought the roLLow- 
ING FROOFS directly from SCRIPTURE : The 
Lord (Feſus) ſays, I and my Father are One; 
and again it is written of the Father, Son, and 
* Holy Spirit, And theſe Three are One.” (e) 


Fulgentius alſo thus quotes this verſe in his Trea- 
tiſe on the Trinity, dedicated to Felix. I and my 
Father, ſays St. John, are One [unum ſumus] ; 
* thereby teaching us to apply the word #7um to 
their nature, /umus to their perſons. So in 
the following words, There are three that bear 
&« witneſs in Heaven, the Father, the Word, and 
* the Spirit, and theſe three are one.” (e) 


In another part of his works F ulgentius thus al- 
ludes to this text. By this natural union. the 
* Father 


(e) Appendix, No, xx. 
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4 Father is wholly in the Son and in the Holy 
© Ghoſt ; the Son is wholly in the Father and in 
* the Holy Ghoſt ; and the Holy Ghoſt is wholly 
„in the Father 100 in the Son. For this reaſon 
* the THREE ONE Crrer unum | we rightly believe 
* and affirm to be God.” 0 5 


In one of the laſt editions of the works of this 
Biſhop two Tracts are inſetted under his name, 
which Du Pin affirms to be the work of Fulgen- 
tius, although ſome reſpectable Critics of modern 
times have rather wiſhed (and, as it ſeems, with 
more Juſtice) to aſcribe” them to ſome other Writer 
of that age. They were addreſſed to two Arian 
Controverſialiſts then living, Pinta and Fabianus, 
in oppoſition to the tenets eien they maintained. 


In the former of theſe Tracts the verſe in a queſ- 
tion is thus quoted. Tn Pfalm 66. [67.}God, 
* our God, ſhall give us his bleſſing; God ſhall 
„ blefs us, and the ends of the world ſhall fear 
„him. T hear the Plalmiſt pronouncing Gon 
* thrice, and ſpeaking of one who is to be feared. 
* In the Epiſtle of St. Fohn—There are Three i in 
„Heaven which bear record, the Father, the Word 

D 3 Verbum! 


(/) Appendix, No. xx 
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* [Verbum] and the Spirit; and theſe three are 
* one,” (g) 


* 


The title of the Tract (or rather fragments of 

a Tract) againſt Fabianus, is, The Trinity in 
Perſons, and the Unity 1 in Eſſence [of the Gods 
head] proved from the Holy Scripture.” The man- 
ner in which this verſe of St. Jobn is cited in one 
of theſe Fragments is as follows. This alſo the 
holy Apoſtle [St. Paul] confirms : Who, in 
© reſpect to the diſtinction of perſons [in the God- 
&* head] ſays, One God the Father, of whom are all 
e things, and we in him; and one Lord Teſus 
Chriſt, by whom are all things, and we by him ; 
and that the faithful are built together for a ba- 
e bitation of God through the Spirit. Shewing alſo 
„that the one God is a Trinity, he adds, O the 
* depth of the riches of the wiſdom and of the 
* knowledge of God! And a little afterwards, 
Fer of him, and through bim, and in him, are 
all things : to him be glory for ever. But the 
holy Apoſtle St. John [proceeds further, for he] 
plainly ſays, And tht three are one; WHICH TEXT 
concerning the Father, the Son [ Filio] and the 
6 a ; Ghoſt we r as we did BEFORE 
« when 


? 


« 
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* when ye required a reaſon from us [of our 


* belief I (þ) 


It ſeems to be of little moment in this diſquiſi- 


tion, whether we conclude theſe Tracts, or Frag- 
ments, to have been the works of Fulgentius, or 
of ſome contemporary Writer. They prove, un- 
der either ſuppoſition (in corroboration of other 
authorities here adduced) both thoſe points by 
which the preſent queſtion is affected; namely, 


that this verſe war quoted in the Arian contro- 
verſy, and was there appealed to as indubitably pro- 


ceeding from the pen of St. hn. 


21. A few years before Fulgentins lived Vigilins, 
who was Biſhop of Tap/um, ſituated in the fame 
province and kingdom with Rz/þe. He thus urges 
the teſtimony: of this Verſe in oppoſition to the 
errors of Arins, in the firſt book of his Trea- 


tiſe on the Trinity.“ Although, therefore, in the 
former proofs brought from Scripture, the names 


'* of the perſons [in the Godhead ] are not men- 
* tioned, and yet the name of the united Divinity 
is manifeſted to you in all of them: ſo in this 
* [following] proof from Holy Writ, in which 
the 


(4) Appendix, No. xx. 
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the names of the perſons are openly ſet forth, 
the name of the united Divinity is [only] co- 
* vertly declared, John the Evangeliſt ſaying in 
his Epiſtle, There are three wwhich-bear record in 
6 Heaven, the Father, the Word, and the Spirit, 
& and in Chriſt Jeſus theſe are one.” (i) 


And again in Fae fame Book, and in the next 
ſucceeding page—* Ye have already heard the 
** Evangeliſt St. Jobn teſtifying ſo abſolutely in 
6 his Epiſtle, There are three that bear witneſs in 
« Heaven, the Father, the W ord [Verbum] and 
+ the Holy Ghoſt, and in Chriſt Jeſus theſe are one, 
© So that without doubt the divine Trinity is in 
the names of the perſons, THREE, but [in its 
©* eſſence] altogether ONE.“ (i) 


And again, in a ſubſequent book of the ſame 
'Treatife—*®* But the Holy Ghoſt abides in the Fa- 
© ther, and in the Son [ Tilio] and in himſelf; as 
the Evangeliſt St. John ſo abſolutely teſtifies in 
* his Epiſtle: Ard the three are one. But how, 
ye heretics, are the three ONE, if their ſubſtance 
© be divided or cut aſunder ? Or how are they 
* ONE, if they be placed one before another? 


Or how are the three ONE, if the Divinity be 
9 different 


(i) Appendix, No. xxi. 
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different in each? How ate zhey ons, if there 
* reſide not in them the united eternal plenitude 
* of the Godhead ?” (4) 


And again—* To what purpoſe is it that ye 
* read in Fohn the Evangeliſt, Theſe Three are 
* One, if ye ſtill perſiſt that there are different 
* Natures/ in their perſons? I aſk in what man- 
„ner are the Three One, if the nature of their 
* divinity is different in each?“ (4) 


In the tenth Book he repeats the argument 
herein before cited from the firſt Book, with lit- 
tle variation, 


And laſtly, in his conteſt with Varimadus the 
Arian, he quotes the teſtimony of the /ix witnefles 
in the following manner. And Jobn the Evan- 
* geliſt ſays, In the beginning was the Word, and 
* the Word was with God, and the Word was God. 
* Alſo in his Epiſtle to the Parthians —T here are 
* Three that bear witneſs in Earth, the Water, the 
Blood, and the Fleſh; et hi tres in nobis ſunt : 
and there are Three that bear witneſs in Heaven, 
* the Father, the Word [Verbum] and the Spirit, 
and theſe three are one.” (kh) AT» 

22. A 
(4) Appendix, No. xxi. 
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22. A little before the days of Vigilius flouriſhed 
in the Weſt the good Eucherius. He was conſe- 
crated Biſhop of Lyons about A. D. 434. There 
was not a Biſhop, in the weſtern world, more re- 
vered for learning and piety. (/ ) Among other 
works he was the author of two Treatiſes, the 
Formule and the Queftiones, His deſign in the 
former of theſe was to give to ſcriptural names, and 
numbers a ſeriptural application. His eleventh 
chapter opens in che _— manner, 


# Theſe names being at knit finiſhed, let us 
alſo briefly treat on numbers, 


1. This number 1s referred to the unity of 
the Godhead: In the Pentateuch, Hear, O Iſrael! 
* The Lord thy God is ONE. And the Apoſtle, 
One God, one faith, one baptiſm. And the Ark of 
* Noah, by which the holy Church is deſigned, 
is finiſhed in one cubit : for in the contemplation 
of one God is eternal happineſs. 


© 11. This number is referred to the #2vo Teſta- 
ments of the divine Law: In Kings, And he 
made in Dabir two Cherubim of ten cubits in 


* height, 


cc 


cc 


(/) Appendix, No. xxii. 


* height. Two precepts of love, of God and of 
* our neighbour. To in the field, 7¹j in the 
* mill, and tuo in one bed, we read in the Holy 
* Goſpel. | I: | 


„ 111. [ This number is referred] to the Trinity: 
In St. Fohn's Epiſtle, There are three that 
hear witneſs in Heaven, the Father, the Word 
Verbum] and the Holy Ghoſt; and there are 


(e 


F whom the whole earth was overſpread. 


„ 1v. [This number to] the four Evangeliſts“ 
Kc. (m) | 


23. When the pious and very learned Jerome 
(who died in A. D. 421) had compleated that 


great work of correcting the Latin verſion of the 


Old, and ſettling the text of the New Teſtament, 


which he undertook at the requeſt of Pope Da-' 


maſus, he cloſed the arduous taſk with a ſolemn 
proteſtation () that, in reviſing the New Teſta- 
ment, he had adhered entirely to the Greek MSS: 
* Novum Teflamentum fidei Grace reddidi.” And 

* in 


{m) Appendix, No. xxii. 
7; Catal. Eceleſ. Scriptor. ad finem, 


three that bear witneſs in earth, the ſpirit, the 
* water, and the blood. And in Genefis, The three 
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in Jerome s Teſtament this verſe of St. Jobn has 
been always read (o) as appears by the general 
tenor of the Latin authorities already adduced in 
defence of this paſſage, and from the MSS of his 
verſion which are {till in exiſtence. 


Nor is the inſertion of this verſe in his Teſta- 
ment, in obedience to his Gree MSS, the only 
teſtimony which Ferome hath giyen to its authen- 
ticity, He has alſo quoted (or rather referred to) 
it in the ſolemn Confeſſion of his Faith, inſcribed 
to Pope Damaſus before mentioned, 


And as, in oppoſition to Ariut, we affirm that 
the Trinity is of one and the ſame eflence, and 
confeſs in three perſons one God: fo, ſhunning 
the hereſy of Sabellius, we diſtinguiſh thoſe three 
perſons by their ſeveral properties. The Father 
is always the Father; the Son is always the Son; 
and the Holy Ghoſt is always the Holy Ghoſt. 
In eſſence, therefore, hee | three] are one [ unum 
ſunt. ] They are diſtinct in __— [only] and 


in names,” 
It 


(e) This obſervation is not meant to include all the Latin authori- 
ties, or al the Latin MSS. Some of thoſe authorities are taken from 
the old Ialic verſion ; and ſome few Latin MSS omit the verſe. - See 
objections xLv, and LII. of Dr. Benſon hereatter Rated, 
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ſt has been doubted whether this Confeſſion of 
Faith was the work of Jerome, or of ſome other 
writer of that (or nearly that) age. But the teſ- 
timony of the Venerable Bede, which will be 
hereafter adduced to this point, ought to prevail 
againſt every doubt of this kind. (5) 


Jerome has alſo given his ſanction to this paſ- 
ſage of St. John in the moſt decided terms, if the 
Prologue to the Seven Canonical Epiſtles be (and it 
ſeems to be) of his compoſition, This arduous 
queſtion will be diſcuſſed at large hereafter. (g) 


24. Anguſtine was contemporary with Jerome, 
and correſponded with him on many Biblical ſub- 
jets. In his Commentary upon the firſt Epiſtle 
of St. John, and upon this very Chapter of that; 
Epiſtle, Auguſline uſes theſe expreſſions. © And 
* why is Chriſt the end of the commandment? 
* Becauſe Chriſt is God; and the end of the 
* commandment is love; and God is Love. For. 


** the Father, and the Son Filius] and the Holy 


* Ghoft [UNUM $UNT] are one.” 


Again, in his Treatiſe againſt Maximinus the 
Arian 


() Objection xxiv. of Dr. Berſon. 
) Objection xiii. to xxiv. incluſive of Dr. Benſen. 
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Arian he expreſſes himſelf in theſe. remarkable 
. there are three perſons [in the 
” Godhead} the Father, the Son [Filius] and the 
« Hily Ghoſt : AND TuksE TUNE (becauſe they 
e are of the ſame eſſence) ARE oxe. [ Hi tres unum 
% ſunt. ] And they are completely one [unum ſunt] 
there being no diverſity either in their natures, 
c gr in their wills. Tuksk TREE, therefore, 2vho 
* ARE ONE [Hi tres qui unum ſunt] through the in- 
© effable unity of the Godhead in which they 
* are incomprehenſibly joined together, are one 


. 


The ſtriking reiteration, in theſe paſſages, of the 
ſame expreſſions, Unum ſun Hi tres unum ſunt 
—Unum ſunt, and Hi tres qui unum ſunt, ſeems to 
beſpeak their derivation from the Verſe, now in 
debate, too clearly to require any comment. 


25. In the expoſition of the Faith written to 
Cyrillus, by Marcus Celedenſis an African, the 
writer thus expreſſes himſelf: © To us there is 
one Father, and one Son, who is truly God, 
* and one Holy Spirit, who is allo truly God ; 

and 
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and theſe Three are One: (the preciſe words 


of the verſe in queſtion. 


26. Phebadius was Biſhop of Agen in France, 


in the fourth century. He thus cites this verſe 
in his Book againſt the Arians: © That rule, 


« 
(c 
cc 
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therefore, is to be kept which declares [confi- 


letur] the Son to be in the Father, and the Fa- 


ther in the Son, which preferving one eſſence in 


two perſons acknowledges this diſpoſition of che 


Deity. Therefore the Father is God and the 
Son is God, becauſe the Son is God in God his 
Father. If this ſhall give offence to any one, 
let him be informed by us that the Spirit is alſo 
of the Deity ; becauſe to him to whom the Son 
is the ſecond perſon, the Holy Ghoſt is the 


third. And in fine the Lord ſays, I will oſt of 


my Father, and he ſhall give you another com- 


forter. Thus is the Spirit different from the 


Son; as the Son is from the Father. Thus the 
Spirit is the Third perſon, as the Son is the Se- 
cond, yet they all conſtitute but one Gop, be- 
caule [theſe] Three are One. This we believe, 
this we hold, becauſe we have received it from 
the prophets : his the Goſpels have ſpoken to 


cc us, 


(s) Nengelius, p. 753. This expoſition was, in the ſecond edition 


ef theſe Letters, attributed by miſtzke to Jerome. 
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©< us, this the Apoſtles have delivered to us, and 
* to this Martyrs have borne witneſs in their ſuf- 
*« ferings.” —Quia tres unum ſunt (t) are the words 
of Phebadius, which are allo a literal quotation 


from St. John. 


Jerome gives the moſt honourable teſtimony to 
this author, in his Catalogue of Eccleſiaſtical Writers. 
0 Phebadius (ſays he) Biſhop of Agen in France, 
publiſhed a Book againſt the Arians. It is ſaid 
that hc has been the author of other works alſo, 
but thoſe I have not yet read. He is alive at this 
day in a very advanced age.” 


27. In the ſame century with Phebadius lived 
Gregory Nazianzen. He was Bithop of Nazianzum 
in Cappadocia, and dicd in or about A. D. 389, at 
the advanced age of 90 years and upwards, His 
learning and piety will conſecrate his name to the 


lateſt times. 


One paſſage of his Oration on the Holy Lights 
may be thus tranſlated. ** Let it not be a matter 
of ſurprize to any one, if this diſcourſe ſhall 
« contain any repetition of arguments which | 

*© have 


) Appendix, No. xxv. 
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have heretofore urged. For I not only uſe the 
ſame expreſſions, but apply them to the ſame 


things; being indeed impreſſed with a fearful | 


awe, which affects my voice, my conceptions 
and underſtanding, whenever I ſpeak [ ob:yyupe ] 
of God: and I pray that the ſame laudable and 
bleſſed ſenſations may alſo be produced in you. 
And when I pronounce the name of God, may 
ye be illuminated around Cætęiasgapburt] by the 
one light and the three: THREE indeed, as to 


proprieties, or hypoſtaſes, if that word be more 


ſatisfactory to any one, or perſons (for we will 
not contend f {vyopaxncequer ] about words, ſo long 
as any ſyllables ſhall carry us to the ſame mean- 
ing) and ONE as to their eſſence, or their di- 
vinity. For the Godhead is diſtinguiſhed [into 
perſons] without being divided, as I may ſo 
ſpeak : and its perſons ſo diſtinguiſhed are united 
together in one eſſence. For in the three is the 
one deity, and THE THREE ARE ONE, thoſe 
three, h in whom the Deity 18, or, to ſpeak 
with greater propriety, which 18 [a n berne] the 
Deity. We avoid redundancies and defects, not 
producing confuſion from union, or ſeparation 
from diſtinction. Let us place at an equal diſ- 


tance from us the contraction of Sabellius and 


the diviſion of Arius errors diametrically op- 
E. * polite 


PPP 
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Lat 
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< polite to each other [in kind] but equal in im- 
* piety. For why ought we either to unite {the 
* perſons of] the Deity confuſedly, or to divide 
its eſſence unequally ? For to us there is one Goa 
* the Father from whom are all things, and one 
Lord Jeſus Chriſt by whom are all things, and 
* one Holy Ghoſt in whom are all things: Which 
[expreſſions] from whom, by whom, and in 
whom, are not expreſſions of thoſe who divide 
the nature-—but of thoſe who diſtinguiſh the 
perfons of one and the ſame unconfuſed eſſence. 
And this is manifeſt, becauſe they are AGAIN 
[121] collected into one | «5 »] if we read not 
negligently THE SAME APOSTLE : Of bim, and 
through him, and in bim, are all things ; to- him 
be glory everlaſting. 


e 


£c 


The Father is the Father, and without a be- 
ginning; for he is of none. The Son is the 
Son, but not without beginning; for he is of 
the Father. But if ye compute his beginning 
as to time, he alſo was without beginning. For 
he who made time cannot be ſubject to it. The 
* Holy Ghoſt is truly the Holy Ghoſt, coming 
indeed from the Father, but not by filiation, or 
& generation, but by procefſioh. For it may be 
« allowed {in ſubjects like theſe] to frame new 

«© expreſſions 


ce 


cc 


cc 


cc 


cc 
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© expreſſions for the ſake of perſpicuity. Nor 
does the Father ceaſe to be unbegotten, becauſe 
he begat ; nor does the Son ceaſe to be begotten, 
© becauſe he is from an unbegotten Father (for 
* how could that be?) rior is the [Holy] Spirit 
„ abſorbed in the Father, or in the Son, becauſe 
he proceeds, and is God, although not acknow- 
* ledged by ungodly men.--There is therefore 
one God in three [perſons] and 7heſe three are 
* one, as we have ſaid.” (z) 


28. Contemporary with Gregory Nazianzen, but 
dying a few years more early, lived Athanaſius. by 
Among his works is a Synopſis of this epiſtle of 
St. John: a part of which may be thus tranſlated. 
„He [St. John] finally points out what Spirit is 
* of God, and what Spirit is of deceitfulneſs 
and when we are kriown to be children of God, 
and when of the Devil. Alſo for what fin we 
* ought to pray. And that he who loves not his bro- 
4 ther is not worthy of his vocation, and belongs 

not to Chriſt. - A/o he ſhews the unity of the 


-— 0 wy wr er PIT ; 
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e * Son with the Father : and that he who denies the | 
W Son, neither has he the Father. He points out 
4 E 2 alſo 

be | 

ö (% Eig Te ayic Pwre A- Oratis 39. Appendia 2092008 


Tais ſubject will be reſumed in Objection xx. of Dr. Benſon, 
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4 alſo in this epiſtle the perſon of Antichriſt.“ (6, 


29. Cyprian (ur) was made Biſhop of Carthage in 
A. D. 248. In his treatiſe De Unitate Eccleſiz, 
written againſt Nowatus, he uſes theſe words. 
Our Lord declares / and my Father are One; 
* and again it is written of the Father, the Son, 
“and the Holy Spirit, And theſe Three are One.” 
Et bi tres unum ſunt are the exact words of this 
holy Martyr. Here Cyprian manifeſtly makes two 
quotations from the Scriptures ; the former from 
the Goſpel of St. Zohn x: 30; the latter from 1- 
Jobn v: 7, the Verfe in queſtion. It ig orit- 
ten, ſays he ; but in what part of Scripture is it ſo 
written, in thoſe particular terms, ſave in 1. John 
v: 7? In that Verſe alone, throughout the whole 
of thoſe ſacred pages, is the preciſe phraſe Et hi 
tres unum ſunt, applied to the Trinity of perſons in 
the Godhead. This quotation, then, was made, 
and was meant to be made, (x) from this Verſe of 
the Epiſtle of ST. 7obn. 

In 


(v) Appendix, No. xxvii. and Objection xx. of Dr. Benſon here- 
alter ſtated. 


(w) Jerome's character of Cyprian is given in his uſual, nervous 
manner. Cyprianus Afer— Hujus 1 5 eſt indicem 
texere, cum Sole clariora ſint ejus opera.“ 

(x) The words of Fulgentius, herein before ſtated, ſeem to render 
all argument on this head ſuperfluous. But as exceptions have been 


taken 
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In his Epiſtle to Jubuianus Cyprian again urges 
this teſtimony of the three (heavenly) Witneſſes, 
by a reference to the ſame Verſe; Cum Hi tres 


* unum ſunt.” ( 


30. Tertullian was born about the time of St. 
John's death, if ſome Chronologiſts may be (z) 
credited. But other computations, which indeed 
ſeem to be much more accurate, place his birth about 
A. D. 140. In either caſe it will be no incredible 
thing to ſuppoſe that Tertullian had converſed with 
Chriſtians of his own times, who had aQually fat 
under St. John's miniſtration of the Gofpel. In 
thoſe days aroſe in Alia the heretic Praxeas, who 
maintained that there was no plurality of perfons 
in the Godhead, and that the Father ſuffered on 
the croſs. Againſt the opinions of this man Ter- 
tullian wrote a treatiſe, in the twenty-fifth chapter 
of which he thus alledges this paſſage of St. hn. 

E 3 But 


taken to this teſtimony, the queſtion will be reſumed in Objections 
lit—xit. of Dr. Benſon. 

) Appendix, No. xxviil. 

(z) £Er/ebius, in his Chronica, p. 165, ſays that St. John was alive in 
A.D. 101. And Tertullian died (in A. D. 196, according to Dr. 
Blair's Chronology, but according to Dr. Playfair ) about A. D. 234, 
in a very advanced age. Fertur vixiſſe uſque ad decrepitam etatem” 
are the words of Jerame, who was born in A. D. 331, or ſomewhat 
leſs than a century after the death of Tertullian. 
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But he ſhall take of mine [ſays the Son] as I of 
* the Father. Thus the connection of the Father 
* in the Son, and of the Son in the Holy Spirit, 
* makes an unity of theſe three [perſons] one 
&© with another, which Three are One.” The 
Latin is, Qui tres unum ſunt (a) a literal quotation 
of the Verſe in queſtion. And the teſtimony of 
Tertullian ſeems to carry the ſtrongeſt conviction 
with 1t to every unprejudiced mind, not only from 
its proximity to the age of the Apoſtles, but be- 
cauſe he teſtifies that, in his times, heir authentic 
Epiſtles were actually read to the Churches, not 
through the medium of the Latin, or of any other 
tranflation, but in the original Greek ; to which 
originals Tertullian himſelf directly appeals in the 
eleventh chapter of his Monogamia. © Sciamus 
* plane” (ſays he, ſpeaking of ſome erroneous 
opinions which were then attempted to be proved 
by Scripture) © non ſic eſſe in authentico Greco,” 


To the evidence thus furniſhed by Individuals, 
all of whom lived antecedently to the days of Era 
mus, I now beg leave to ſubjoin—THE TESTI- 
MONY OF COUNCILS, AND OTHER COLLECTIVE BODIES 

OF 


(2) Appendix No, xxix.— And ſee Objection ii, of Dr. Benſon heres 
after ſtated, 
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oF MEN—In ſupport of the originality of the Verſe 
in queſtion. 


31. The Laleran Council was held at Rome 
under Innocent TH. A. D. 1215. Of all the a{- 


ſemblies of this kind, which the Chriſtian world 


ever ſaw, this was the moſt numerous. It was 
compoſed of more than 400 (5) biſhops, of about 
800 albats and priors, and of an equal number of 
deputies from prelates, colleges and chapters, who 
could not attend in perſon. Among others the 
Greek patriarchs of Conſtantinople and Feruſalem 
were preſent; and the feverat patriarchs of An- 
liach and Alexandria ſent each a biſhop and a dea- 
con as their reprefentatives. This councit was 
chiefly canvened for the examination of certain 
opinions of the famous FHalian, Father Jaachim, 
founder of the congregation of Flora. Thefe opi- 
nions were accuſed of Arianifm, and were unani- 
moully condemned by the council: in whote act 
or decretal, containing the reatans of fuch con- 
demnation, we find the verſe now in queſtion, 
among other paſſages of Scripture, thus particu- 
larly fet forth. (c) © It is read in the Canonical 


E 4 Epiſtle 


(5) Da Pin, Bibl. Eceleſ. vol. x. p. 103. 


(c) Collection of Councils by Labbe and Q art, Edit. ben A. D. 
1571, vol, xi. p. 144. 
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« Epiſtle of Fohn, There are Three that bear wit- 
* neſs in Heaven, the Father, the Word, and the 
Holy Spirit, and theſe Three are One.” 


It may be permitted to me perhaps juſt to re- 
mark, that the univerſal deference yielded to the 
known learning and integrity of the members of 
this council, cauſed its decrees, in matters even of 
a ſecular nature, to be received as law, not only in 
(4) England, but through the reſt of the Chriſtian 
world. 


32. About the cloſe of the eighth century the 
Emperor Charlemagne called together the learned 
of that age, and placed Alcuinus, an Engli/hman of 
great erudition, at their head; (e) inſtructing them 
to reviſe the MSS of the Bible then in ule, to ſettle 
the text, and to rectify the errors which had crept 
into it through the haſte or the ignorance of tran- 
{cribers. To effect this great purpoſe, he furniſhed 
theſe commiſſioners with every MS that could be 
procured throughout his very extenſive dominions, 
In their Correforium, the reſult of their united la- 


bors, 


(4) Bacon's Abridgment, vol. v. title Tithes. 

(e) Le Long, Bibl. Sacra, vol. i. c. iv. ſect. 2. Edit Paris, A. D. 
1723, p. 235. M. Simon, Hiſt, Crit, des Vers, c. ix. Hoch, p. 409. 
Du Pin, vol. vi. p. 122. 
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bors, which was preſented in public to the Em- 
peror by Alcuinus, the te/irmony of the three (hea- 
venly) Witneſſes is read, without the ſmalleſt im- 
peachment of its authenticity. This very volume 
Cardinal Baronius affirms to have. been extant at 
Rome, in his life-time, in the library of the Abbey 
of Vaux-Celles; and he ſtiles it © a 1 of 
ingſtimable value.” 


It cannot be ſuppoſed that theſe Divines, thus 
aſſembled under the auſpices of a learned prince, 
would attempt to ſettle the text of the New Teſta- 
ment without referring to the Greek Original, by 
which alone that text could be aſcertained ; or that 
they would in that arduous inveſtigation collate 
MSS only of a modern date, juſt wet, as it were, 
from the pen of the copyiſt. Candor requires us 
to admit that their reſearches muſt have extended 
many centuries upwards—in all probability even 


to the age of the Apoſtles. (/) 


33. In A. D. 484 an aſſembly of African Bi- 
ſhops was convened at Carthage by King Huneric, 
the Vandal and the Arian. The ſtyle of the edict, 
iſſued by Huneric on this occaſion, ſeems worthy 


of 


/) This zra coincides with that of Walafrid Saks. The ſame ' 


argument (p. 30) applies to both. See alſo objection ii. of Dr. 
Benſin hereafter ſtated, 


EC _ 4 o — 


5 — , Oi 
— _ * 6 n 


58 LETTER it 


of notice. He therein requires the orthodox Bi, 
ſhops of his dominions to attend the council thus 
convened, there to defend by the Scriptures the 
conſubſtantiality of the Son with the Father,” 
againſt certain Arian opponents. At the time ap- 
pointed nearly four hundred biſhops attended this 
council, from the various provinces. of Africa, and 
from the iſles of the Mediterranean Sea; at the 
Head of whom ſtood the venerable Eugenius, bi- 
ſhop of Carthage. The public profeſſions of Hu- 
uric promiſed a fair and candid diſcuſſion of the 
divinity of Fefus Chriſt ; but it ſoon appeared that 
his private intentions were to compel, by force, 
the vindicators of that belief to ſubmit to the 
tenets of Arian;m. For when Exgenius, with his 
Anli-Arian prelates, entered the room of conſulta- 
tion, (g) they found Cyrila, their chief antagoniſt, 
ſeated on a kind of throne, attended by lis Arian 
co-adjutors, and furrounded by armed men; wha 
quickly, inftead of waiting to hear the reaſonings 
of their opponents, offered violence to their per- 
fons. Convinced by this application of force that 
no deference would be paid to argument, Eugenius 
and his prelates withdrew from the cauncil- room; 

but 


(g) YVifor Vitenſis, who was then an African biſhop, and pre/ſta? as 
this conncil, has left us a circumſtantial account of the whole txanlace 


tion. Appendix, No. xxx. 
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but not without leaving behind them a proteſt, in 
which (among other paſſages of Scripture) this 


Verſe of St. John is thus eſpecially inſiſted upon, | 


in vindication of the belief to which they adhered, 
* That it may appear more clear than the light 
that the divinity of the Father, the Son, and the 
Holy Spirit is one, fee it proved by the Evan- 
« geliſt St. Fobn, who writes thus: There are three 
« which bear record in Heaven, the Father, the 
* Word, and the Holy Spirit, and theſe Three are 


* One,” 


This remarkable fact appears to be, alone, amply 
deciſive as to the originality of the Verſe in queſ- 
tion, The manner in which it happened ſeems to 
carry irreſiſtible conviction with it. It was not a 
thing done in a corner, a tranſaction of ſolitude or 
obſcurity. It paſled in the metropolis of the king- 
dom, in the court of the reigning prince, in the 
ſace of opponents exaſperated by controverſy and 
proud of royal ſupport, and in the prefence of the 


whole congregated African church. Nor is the 


ime, When this tranſaction happened, leſs power- 
fully convincing than its manner. Not much more 
than rec centuries had elapſed from the death of 
St. John, when this ſolemn appeal was thus made 
to the authority of this Verſe. Had the Verſe 

been 
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been forged by Eugenius and his biſhops, all Chriſ. 
tian Africa would have exclaimed at once againſt 
them. Had it even been conſidered as of doubtful 
original, their adverſaries the Ar:ians, thus publicly 
attacked by this proteſt, would have loudly chal- 
tenged the authenticity of the Verſe, and would 
have refuſed to be in any reſpe& concluded by its 
evidence. But nothing of this kind intervened, 
Cyrila and his aſſociates received its teſtimony in 
fullen ſilence; and by that filence admitted it to 
have proceeded from the pen of St. Jobn. 


To the authority of theſe councils, and of the 
reviſion of Charlemagne, let me now ſubjoin the 
moſt ſacred ſanction which any collective body of 
Chriſtians can give to the truth of a paſſage of 
Scripture ; namely, the admiſſion of it into the pub- 
lic rituals, or ſervice-books of their churches. For 


34. This Verſe of St. John was inſerted in the 
ancient ſervice- books of the Latin Church. It was 
read in them as part of the office for Trinity Sun- 
day, and (as it now is in the church of England) 
for the octave of Eaſter. It appears from the Ra- 
tionale of Durandus, already mentioned in this 
letter, (h) that this paſſage alſo formed a part of 


the 
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the office for the miniſtration of baptiſm in thoſe 
ancient liturgies, purſuant to the regulations of the 
Ordo Romanus, or The Roman Order of Offices to 


be uſed throughout the year. The preciſe time of 
the eſtabliſhment of this ritual in the Latin churches | 


is not clearly known: its antiquity has, in ſome 
degree, thrown a veil over it. But that it was in 
thoſe churches the eſtabliſhed directory of public 
worſhip, and conſequently that this verſe was re- 
ceived by them as part of the inſpired writings, 
tong before the reviſal of the Scriptures in the 
reign of Charlemagne (already ſtated in this letter) 


we are certified from very reſpectable authority. (i) 


35. This Verſe of St. John is found in the Con- 


ſeſſion of faith of the Greek Church. The words 


of this confeſſion, where it refers to the paſſage in 
queſtion, are theſe: © The Father, the Son, and 
„the Holy Spirit are all of the ſame eſſence; as 
* St. John teſtifies—T here are Three that bear re- 
* cord in Heaven, the Father, the Word, and the 
Holy Spirit, and theſe Three are One.” (4) The 


time 


%) For the antiquity of the Ordo Romanus ſee Uſper's works—Cave, 
Appendix ad Hiſt. Lit.—and Selden de Synedriis, vol. ii. p. 1250, 


(4) A per ec. — Deus autem eſt natura verus, et æternus, 


* et omnium conditor, viſibilium et inviſibilium: talis etiam eſt Fi- 


lius, et Spiritus Sanctus. Sunt etiam ejuſdem inter ſe eſſentiæ, 


6 juxta 
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time when this public confeſſion of faith was fir 
compiled by the Greek church, does not now ap- 
pear. But the arguments which were urged on 
another occaſion, and for another purpoſe, by one 
of the moſt zealous antagoniſts (J) of this Verſe, 
might be here applied to prove, that this confeſſion 
was drawn up in an age very remote from our own 
times. Its exact date, however, like that of the 
proof laſt alledged from the Laliu church, is loſt 


in its great antiquity, 


36. This Verſe is alſo found in the liturgy, or 
public ſervice-books, of the Greek church. Among 
theſe one in particular, entitled Area» (m) bears 
a diſtinguiſhed place, being a collection of the Epiſ- 
tles of the New Teſtament, taken ſeparately from 
the Goſpels : ſelect parts of which are appointed, 
like thoſe which ſtand in the Communton-ſervice 
of the Church of England, to be read in ſuc- 
ceſſion, in the proper offices for particular days, 


Among other portions of Scripture this Verſe of 
| Ot, 


« juxta doftrinam Joannis Evangeliſtz qui dicit,—Tres ſunt qui teſci. 
« monium perhibent in carlo, Pater, Sermo et Spiritus ſanttus: et hi tres 
% arum ſunt.” Dr. Thomas Smith's Miſcellanea, p. 155, Edit, Lond. 
A. D. 1686. 

(2) M. Simon, Hiſt. Crit. c. ix. 

(m) Smiths Miſcellanea, p. 155. „ illa coLLECTIONE Erisro- 
aun Now: Teſtamenti &c. Allo Martin's La Verite, p. 2. c. v. 
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St. John is directed, by the Greek rituals, to be 
read in its courſe, in the thirty-fifth week of the 
year. As to the antiquity of this Aren, we 
have the moſt poſitive proofs (x) that it was uſed 
in the Greek church in the h century. How 
long it might have been eſtabliſhed there before 
that zra, is known only to Him ix whoſe ſight a 
thouſand years are but as yeſterday.” 


If there can be, at this time, an unerring method 
of demonſtrating that any particular paſſage of 
Scripture was conſidered, by the primitive Chriſtian 
church, as authentic, as bearing upon it the ſeal 


of divine inſpiration, it muſt be by ſhewing ſuch 


paſſage placed in its public creeds or confeſſions of 
taith, and appointed to be read in the folemnt- 
ties of its religions worſhip. By the former the 
Church ſpeaks to men; by the latter it intercedes 
with God: and in both with ſincerity, becauſe all 
human principles of action concur to forbid even 
an attempt to deceive, 1n either. Of both theſe 
pre-eminent ſanctions the Verſe in queſtion can 

fortunately 


{n) Cave, Vol. ii. Dif. 2. Edit. Oxon. A. D. 1743 p. 23. Cel. 


aun de Snedriis, Vol. ii. p. 1250 Ke. Mil. Prot. 1054. Fabricius 
Biblioth. Græc. Vol. v. Dif. 1. p. 34 Edit. Hamb. A. D. 1712. 


Cotelerius, Eccl. Græc. Monum. Tom. iii. p. 222—351, Edit. Paris. 
A. D. 1655, | 
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fortunately avail itſelf. It can plead both of chen 
in its favor. While numberleſs other teſtimonials 
of its originality have, without doubt, periſhed by 
neglect or by accident; have been deſtroyed by the 
hoſtile invaſions of rude and unlettered barba- 
rians, or have been crumbled into duſt under the 


deleterious hand of time, in the long lapſe of „e- 
venteen hundred years : thele have happily eſcaped 


all thoſe perils, and have ſurvived to the preſent 


age. And when we can trace (as we are enabled 
to do in the inſtance now before us) ſuch confeſ- 
fions and liturgies back into ages ſo remote as the 


Fourth or jifth century after Chriſt, without being 


able even there to diſcover the actual time of their 
eſtabliſhment in the Chriſtian Church ;—we are 
then, by all the rules of right reaſoning, well war- 
ranted to conclude, that ſuch creeds or confeſſions of 
faith, ſuch rituals and formularies of devotion, muſt 
have been nearly coeval with Chriſtianity itſelf. 


But the inſertion of this Verſe in the Confe/ſion 
of Faith of the Greek Church, and in the public 
Liturgies of both the Greek and Latin Churches, 


joined to the authority of the Councils, and of the 


Reviſion of Charlemagne - which have been juſt 
ſtated are not the only teſtimonies (however 
ſtrong and convincing they may ſeem) which have 

| been 


— 
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been given, by collective bodies of Chriſtians, to 
the authenticity of this verſe. Let it be here 
finally obſerved, that the New Teſtaments, which 
were anciently read in the Churches of far the 
greateſt number of thoſe nations who made an 
early profeſſion of the Chriſtian faith, either in 
the original Greek, or. in the ancient Verſions of 
that original into the language of thoſe nations, (o) 
furniſh the moſt powerful proofs of the truth of 
this diſputed paſſage of St. John. For 


37. The ancient Verſion, or Tranſlation of the 
New Teſtament into the Armenian language, hath 
always contained this verſe. It is affirmed, by the 
moſt reſpectable opponent of the authenticity of 
this diſputed paſſage, that this Verſion hath been 
uſed by the Armenian nations ever ſince the age 
of Chry/oftom ; who died in A. D. 407. The real 
date of this ancient Verſion, however, cannot per- 
haps be carried higher than about A. D.- 435. 
But even in this caſe, the original MS or MSS, 

"ul from 


% The Syriac and the Coptic Verſions, with their Tranſcripts, are 
the only exceptions to this general propoſition. And thoſe verſions 
were adopted by a very few nations indeed, when compared with the 
Jaun, Greek, and Armenian Chriſtians, who compriſed three parts out 
of four at leaſt, of the then Chriſtian world. See the objeRions of 
Dr. Benſon, xly to xlix inclufive, and objection xxvili of the late Sir 
lane Nexwton, herein after ſtated. 
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from which this Verſion muſt have been thus 
made in the fifth century, cannot reaſonably be 
| ſuppoſed to have had a much later date than the 
age of the Apoſtles. 


38. The argen, which hath been already men- 
tioned, was a Tranſcript or Collection of the Epiſtles 
of the New Teflament in the original Greek, It 
was read publicly in the Greek Churches as early 
as, perhaps much earlier than, the % century; 
and the fair preſumption is that it hath always 
contained the verſe in queſtion. 


39. The Verſion, or Tranſlation of the New 
Teſtament by Ferome from the original Greek into 
the Latin tongue, was made (þ) in or about A. D. 
384. It hath been already obſerved, that this diſ- 
puted paſſage hath conſtantly ſtood in this Verſion. 


40. Nor hath the verſe in queſtion been thus 
found in the Armenian Verſion only, in the Greek 
aregohoc, and in the Latin Tranſlation of Jerome. 
The moſt ancient of all the Verſions of the Books 
of the New Teſtament from the languages in 
which they were originally written, is the 0/4 

| Lalic 


(p) See page 43, and objection zix of Dr. Benſan; alſo Mi- 
ehaelis, Sect. 65. 
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Halic, or Tala Vetus. This Verſion was made in 
the y (9) century, and therefore WHILSsT ST. 
Joux WAS YET ALIVE; and was uſed by all the 
Latin Churches of Europe, Afia (r) and Africa, 
for many centuries after his death. And thus the 
origin of the verſe in queſtion is at length car- 
ried up not by inferences or implications alone, 
however fair and obvious, but by PLAIN AND 
POSITIVE EVIDENCE, to the age of St. JouN 
| himſelf. For this moft valuable, as well as moſt an- 


cient Verſion hath (5) conſtantly exhibited the 
Verſe, 1 Jobn v: 7. 


I have now, Sir, gone through all the poſitive 
teſtimony, which I propoſed directly to adduce in 
F 2 ſupport 


% The words of Michaelis on this ſubjeR, which are the more to 
de relied upon becauſe they are the words of a very learned adverſary 
are, that * The Old Latin (or Tala Vetus] is the moſt er- and beſt of 
all European Verſions,” —that it is © of uncommon antiquity,” and that 
no man of learning denies that this Verfion was done in the F1RST century, 
except only Dr Mill, who argues from this, that in the firſt century mosT 
of the Chriſtians at Rome underſtood Greek. But how wwill he prove (con- 
tinues Michaelis) that there were not many of theſe Chriſtians (particu- 
larly, let me add, in the remoter provinces, and among the /otver claſſes 
of the people) auho underſtood no more than their mother tongue.” (Set, 
61—63.) 

(r) The Chriſtians near Jeruſalem, and in many parts of ”n were 
of the Latin church. 


(s) See objection Av. of Dr, Benſon, where, it is truſted, this point 
is proved at large. 
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{ſupport of the authenticity of the Verſe in queſ. 
tion. But the ſubject is too important to be thus 


diſmiſſed, The OBJECTIONS, which have been 
brought againſt the originality of this Verſe, re- 


main yet to be diſcuſſed; and demand from me, 
what they ſhall certainly receive, an attentive-and 
ſerious inveſtigation. In this propoſed diſquiſition 
many other proofs of the authenticity of this Verſe 
are intended to be urged zndirefly, and by implica- 
tion. Such proofs, when produced, will not, it is 
truſted, loſe any thing of their real weight, by the 
accidental circumſtance of the p/ace in which they 
may be found. It is even poſſible that a ſpecu- 
lative mind may experience a peculiar ſatisfaction 
in ſelecting them, hereafter, from thoſe ſtations, 
where the neceſſity of anſwering thoſe objections, 
and a deſire of avoiding repetitions . compel them 
now to ſtand; and in adapting them to other ſitu- 
ations where, if no ſuch neceſlity had exiſted, they 
might perhaps with more propriety have been ar- 
ranged. And it ſeems, moreover, that I ſhould 
be deficient to my own future views, as well as 
unjuſt to the evidence which has been already 
ſtated, if I did not ſubjoin, to an examination of 
thoſe objections, a few obſervations which force 
themſelves upon the mind on an attentive con- 


templation of the whole ſubject. For theſe pur- 
poſes 
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poſes you will perhaps, Sir, permit me to intrude 
yet more upon your leiſure at ſome future oppor- 
tunity. 


J am, vir, 


&c. &c. 


F 2a. LETTER 


1 
LETTER 


— — . 


HI. 
in, 


Have taken the liberty herein, as well as in the 
preceding letters, of addreſſing myſelf directly 
to you, inſtead of uſing as my means of approach 
any fictitious name, or any artificial addreſs. I 
have, in ſo doing, ſubmitted to the juſtice of the 
rule which you have preſcribed to your opponents 
in your Vindication ; (a) namely, that the author of 
a work © who boldly gives his name and his la- 
bours to the world, impoſes op his adverſaries the 
fair and honourable obligation of encountering him 
in open day-light, and of ſupporting the weight of 
their aſſertions by the credit of their names.” And 
yet the rule applies only | in part, on the pre gent 
occaſion, The credit of a name, little known to 
the world, will not /upport the weight of many 
aſſertions. But I am not much diſcomforted in 
this 
(a) A Vindication of ſome paſſages in the 15th and 16th * 
er the Hiſtory &c. by Mr. Gibbon, Edit, 2. p. 135. 
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this reſpect, becauſe I purpoſe to Ioad it with" very 
few : one ſound argument, one ſolid inference, 
being of more worth than a whole Chapter of . 
ſertions, | 
3 W 
[ will now therefore proceed to examine, as 
was before propoſed, the moſt material objections 
which have been urged againſt the originality of 
this Verſe ; and will beg leave to ſuperadd to ſuch 
examination ſome reflections, which ſeem to ariſe 
from an attentive conſideration of the whole ſub- 
ject. * 


In this diſquiſition it may, perhaps, be the moſt 


ſatisfactory method to ſtate the objections of the 
chief opponents af this Verſe ſingly, and to ſub- 
join to each its diſtinct and ſeparate reply. Of 
theſe Sandius, (b) M. Simon, (c) and Mr. Emlyn (d) 
among its more early opponents; and Dr. Ben- 
fon, 60 Sir Jac Newton, (J) M. ee ( 

n and 


5) Nucl. Zecl. Hit. p. 376, &c.— Inter pr. Paradox. 

(c) Hiſt. Crit. du Texte &c. 

(d) Full Inquiry Ke. See Embn's Works 2 Vols. Lond. Edit. A. D. 
1746. 

(e) Paraphraſe on ib Catholic Epiſtles, Vol. ii. Edit. A. D. 1756. 
(f) Hiſtory of two Texts (Vol. v. of Newton's Works, by Dr, Horſ- 
ley.) | 

(2) Nov. Teſtam. Grec, Vol. ii. p. 225, Edit. Hale, A. D. 1777. 
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and Mr. Botper, (0) among its more modern ad, 
verlaries—ſeem to have been the moſt diffuſe in 
the variety of their remarks, and the moſt deter- 
mined in their oppoſition. But as the four laſt. 
mentioned writers have collected into one point 
of view all, or nearly all, the objections that have 
at any time been urged againſt the originality of the 
Verſe in queſtion ; and as their writings are more 
generally known than thoſe of Sandius, Simon or 
Emlyn, I will conſider them as ſpeaking the ſenſe 
of their fellow-advocates, and will ate arg own 

objections in their own words. 


And firſt, as to Dr. Benſon. 


I. © Three of the Latin fathers have been 
referred to, at having borne teſtimony to this 
diſputed text: wo Terran, ene aud | 
Jerome.“ | 


From this introductory obſervation a candid 
reader muſt at firſt preſume, that Dr. Benſon really 
meant to confine to the age of Jerome his obſerva- 
tions on thoſe Latin Fathers, whoſe works might 
be made ule of in argument reſpecting this Verle 
and not to travel below the fifth en for au- 

8 thoritics 


Cunjedures on the N. Teſt. Edit. Lond, A. D. 1782. 
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thorities on either ſide of the queſtion, Yet under 
this preſumption Dr. \Benſan., ought at leaſt to 
have made his enumeration-of thoſe Fathers, who 
have. borne teſtimony to, this Verſe compleat, by 
adding to this Liſt (i) Marcus Celedenſis, Phæba- 
dins, Eucherius, Auguſline and Vigilius; who lived 
and wrote in the ſame century with Jerome, and 
have, as well as Jerome, given their tao to 
the truth of the Verle in e 


But Dr, Benſon does not ſuffer his readers long 
to retain this . firſt preſumption. They ſee him, 
it is true, in the progreſs of his Diſſertation, poſi- 
tively refuſing to admit the teſtimony of Victor Vi- 
tenſis in FAVOR of this Verſe, who lived in the 
ſame century, and was probably alive at the ſame 
hour with Jerome. But they foon afterwards 
find him travelling down for authorities (4). which 
oppoſe (or rather for miſſions which 8EEM to op- 
poſe) the authenticity of this Verſe, ſo low as to 
Bede of the eighth, and to Occumenius of the ele- 
venth century. | | WAN > 


If then, Sir, we follow Dr. Benſon to the age 
of . only, the references to Latin Fathers in 
favor 


(i) Sce pages 39, 43, of theſe Levers: 
% Para hraſe p. 644. 
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favor of this Verſe, commencing with the age of 
the Apoſtles, will be not to three only, but at leaſt 
to #ght, viz. to Tertullian, Cyprian, Maxcus Cx- 
LEDENSIS, PHEBADIUS, Jerome, AUGUSTINE, 
_ FocurrIvs, and V1G1L1Us. But if we purſue 
him to the age of Occumenus, this Lift, already 
more than doubled, will receive an almoſt incredi- 
ble increaſe ; among whom the following Latin 
Fathers ſeem worthy of being eſpecially referred 
to, namely ( Fubrentius, Caftoderius, Ambroſe Af 
bert, Etherius and Beatus, Walafrid Strabo, Hugo 
Vichorinus, and St. Bernard: the four hundred Ari. 
can Biſhops, who attended the public diſputation 
propoſed by Huneric ; and the Divines of the reign 
of Charlemagne, who, under the preſiding care of 
Alcuinus, reviſed the Bible of that age. To whom 
muſt be added laſtly, and above all, the common 
conſent of the whole Latin Church, which; before 
the reign of Charlemagne, had given the. moſt ſo- 
temn atteſtation to the originality of this text, by 
inſerting it in its public Rituals.of divine worſhip. 
To this mighty Phalanx, and within this limit as 
to time, might be added other witneſſes to the au- 
thenticity of this Verſe, as unexceptionable in point 
of evidence, and as decided in their teſtimony, as 


any 


(/) See pages 25—39 of the preceding Letters. 
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any of theſs whoſe ſuffrages have been already 
thus particularly collected and ſet forth. 


H. “ N i Feats he [Tertullian] has not 


quoted the paſſage” {viz. becauſe he does not 


expreſsly declare his words to be a quotation. ] 


This objection is ill-founded and inconcluſive. 

lt has been the practice of writers, in all ages, to 
inſert quotations from well-known authors without 
expreſsly declaring them 7o be quotations, or intro- 
ducing them as quotations in any reſpect. A few 
inſtances of this kind will be ſufficient to ſhew the 
weakneſs of the Stig here uſed * Dr. Ben- 


And firſt * Ga ad bred i in FE fecond 
Century after Chriſt. | 


* Our bodies, being [firſt] nouriſhed by the 
earth, [then] depoſited in the earth, and[laftly} 
* reſolved into earth, ſhall ariſe in his time; the 
* ſon of God granting them a reſurrection to the 
* glory of the Father: for the ſtrength of God is 
* made perfect in weakneſs.” (m) 

_ in. 


(m) Tenæi adverſus Hereſes, Lib. v. Cap. ii, Edit. Oxon. A. D. 


1702 p. 400. 
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9 In like manner, from Clements Alexandrinus, who 
lived in the ſame age with /ren@us.. 


\ * But that which is holy, is dear to that from 
*. whence it becomes holy; which is properly 
called light: for ye were (x) ſometimes dark- 
® neſs, but now are ye light in the Lord.” 


Again, from Origen, who flouriſhed in the third 

But let the faithful Chriſtian, more wile as 

* well as more firm, follow reaſon and the word 

« of God; and from thence let him learn to dif- 

* tinguiſh between truth and falſehood : even as 

* they delivered them unto us, who from the be- 
© ginning were eye· witneſſes, and miniſters of the 
* word.” (o) 


Again, from Cyril, who was Archbiſhop of 
RG DR in the /76 Century, 


C 


5 « As +a el and Saviour of all, who could 


« have appeared in the form of the Father, and 


4 altogether 


() Clement, Alexandr. Pa dag. Lib. i, Cap. vi. p. 41, Edit, Ce! 
A. D. 1592. | 
le) Origenis Opera, Hom. 1. Edit. Pariſ. A, D. 1619. 


& altogether equal to him, and could have exhi- 
% bited his Majeſty on the throne of the divinity; 
thought it not robbery to be equal with God, 
„hut made himſelf of no reputation, and took 
upon him the form of a Servant.“ (5) 


The concluding words of all the preceding ſen- 
tences are quotations from Scripture ; the firſt from 
2 Corinthians xii: 9, the ſecond from Epbeſ. v: 
8, the third from Luke i: 2, and the laſt from Phi- 
lip, ii: 6, 7; although they are all thus intro- 
duced, like the example now in debate from Ter- 
tullian, without any previous expreſſions denoting 
them to be quotations, 


Inſtances of a ſimilar kind will ſcarcely be re- 
quired from the Lalin Fathers, as they abound in 
almoſt every page of their writings. One exam- 
ple, however, may juſt be produced (to which a 
thouland others ſhall be added if required) from 
Jerome, in the fourth Century. 


As long as we are entangled in the affairs of 
the world, and our minds are engroſſed by our 
* earthly poſſeſſions, it is impoſlible for us to give 

| - xl up 


% Cyrillus contra Julianum, Lib. vi. p. 195, Edit. Lipfe A. D. 
1696, 
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4 up our thoughts cheerſully to God: For What 
fellowſhip hath righteouſneſs with unrighteouſ- 
© neſs, and what communion hath light with 
* darkneſs? what concord hath Chriff with Be. 
& lial? or what part hath he that beheveth with 
an (y) infidel ?” 


The laſt words of the foregoing ſentence are 
cited literally from 2 Cor. vi: 14, 15; although 
without any previous note of * de- 
noting Rom to be a quotation. 


If more modern inſtances ſhall be required, they 
are here ſubjoined. | 


The man, who proceeds in it with ſteadineſs 
and reſolution, will, in a little time, find that 
all her ways are pleaſantnefs, and all her paths 
© are peace.” 


Addiſon. (r) 


* graft in his heart the firſt principles of 
charity; a virtue which ſome people ought not 
| | « by 


% Hieron, Epiſ. ad Lacin. Edit. Eraſmi, Paris. A. D. 1546, Vol. 
i. p. (71, as erroneouſly marked in that Edition, but properly page 
66. | | | 
() Spe, No. 447. 
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© by any means wholly to renounce, becauſe it 
* covereth. a multitude of fins.” 


Dr. Swift, 0 


The former of theſe quotations is from Prov. 
ti: 17, the latter from 1 Pet. iv: 8; and both 
without any previous expreſſions of citation. 


But Mr. Gibbon will, perhaps, be more ſatisfac- 
torily convinced that quotations of this nature are 
not infrequent among good writers even of the 
preſent times, by the following inſtances. 


* Here, too, we may ſay of Logins, bis own 
example ſtrengthens all his laws.” 


2 


It never can become a Chri/tian to be afraid 
of being aſked a reaſon of the faith that is in 
him; or the Church of England to abandon that 
moderation, by which ſhe permits every indivi- 
dual et ſentire quæ velit, et quæ fentiat dicere.” 


The Scriptural quotation, contained in the latter 
of theſe ſentences, is from 1 Pet. iii: 15. I will 
not offend Mr. Gibbon by pointing out the others. 


* 
0 1 It 
i 
s + 
. 


Ns 


7 Preface to Biſhop of Sarum”; Introdudtion. 


© 


- It is ſo far, therefore, frotn being plain that Ter- 
tullian has not quoted this verſe; becauſe he has not 
expreſsly declared his words to be a quotation from 
St. Jobn; that, from a candid conſideration of the 
paſſage, under all its circumſtances, the very oppo- 
ſite inference may be fairly deduced. The ſtrik- 
ing peculiarity of the words themſelves, the literal 
order in which they ſtand in Tertullian, and the 
conſtant praQice of writers, ancient and modern, 
ſeem- to compel the concluſion, that theſe words, 
when written by Tertullian, muſt have been a di- 
rect intentional citation of the verſe in queſtion. 


Thus far then, Sir, for the imbecility of this 
objection. 


Let us now turn to the Treatiſe againſt Praxeas, 
and compare Tertullian with himſelf. Perhaps we 
may obtain new light by the compariſon. He 
begins this treatiſe with the following exordium. 
Various are the methods by which Satan ſhews 
* his hatred to the truth. He ſometimes affects 
* to defend, that he may the more effectually de- 
* ſtroy it. He aſſerts one Lord the omnipotent 
* Creator of the world, that even out of this 


** unity he may eſtabliſh hereſy. [For] he affirms, 


that the Father himſelf ee the Virgin 
* [Mary] 
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« [ Mary]. chat be” was born of her, that he ſuf 
fered [on the croſs] and in . that be is Fe gfe 
« c We | | 


He e conphſen his theſe in the follows 
ing terms. © Seeing therefore that theſe heretics 
are deſirous that the Father and the Son thall 
be conſidered as one [perſon] it behoves us to 
con ſider the whole queſtion as to the Son, WHE- 
„ THER HE 18, and WHO HE Is, and HOW HE ts.” 


He then purſues his ſubje& generally (that the 
Father and the Son are diſtin perſons) much at 
large and with great ability; and then proceeds to 
make the following remark. * Hence their er- 
* ror is manifeſt, For they, being ignorant that 
* the whole order of the divine diſpenſation” had 

* paſſed through the Son, believe that the Father 
* himſelf was both ſeen and converſed with, and 
* laboured, and ſuffered hunger and thirſt (in con- 
© tradition to the prophet, who fays that the 

* everlaſting God neither thirſts nor hungers, how 

much more that he neither dies nor is buried ?) 
and therefore they hold, that one God in perſon, 
* that is, the Father, always performed thoſe 
things which [in truth] were done by the Son. 

bra | And 


82 px. BENSON: 
* And as to the epithets or deſcriptive appellations 
of the Father, The Almighty God, The Moft High, 
* -The Lord of Glory, The King of Iſrael, what ob- 
I jeQtion can ariſe from them? As far as the ſerip- 
* tures thus teach, we affirm that theſe are com- 
petent to the Son alſo, that he came into the 
world inveſted with them, that he always acted 
_ © in poſſeſſion of them, and that be /o manifeſted 
* himſelf to mankind. All, he ſays, that the Fa- 
* ther hath [omnia Par RIS] are mine.” | 


Tertullian then proceeds to bring the queſtion 
within a narrower compaſs. But our endea- 
* yours muſt be ſtill further exerted to repel their 
arguments, where. they collect exceptions out of 
* the Scriptures in favor of. their tenets, paſſing 
over thoſe things which preſerve the general rule 
inviolate, and even conſiſtently with the unity 
* and abſolute ſovereignty of the Godhead. For 
nas in the Old Teſtament they inſiſt upon no paſ- 
“ ſage but this, I am God, and befide me there is 
* no God; ſo in the Goſpel they adduce [only] 
* our Lord's reply to Philip, I and my Father are 


cc 


cc 


—* one; (t) and, He who hath ſeen me ſees the Fa- 


* ther alſo; and, I in the Father, and the Father 


it 


e The firſt of theſe three texts ſtands in John x: 30, in our Bibles. 
The diſcourſe with Philip begins, in them, with John xiv : 8. 
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jn me. To theſe three texts they wiſh the u bole 
« Bible to ſubmit, although [according to all night 
« reaſoning] oporteat ſecundum plura intelligi pau- 
% gira. But this is the way of all heretics.” 


He next applies himſelf to the particular conſi- 
deration of thoſe three texts which the Patripa/- 
ſans (as he had before remarked) had ſpecially/in- 


ſiſted upon, and to which they wiſhed the reſt of 
the Bible to ſubmit. why 5 


A part of his argument as to the firſt of them 
Jobs x: 30] is as follows. © And being queſ- 
* tioned by the Fews if he were the Chrift, 
namely of God, for even to this day the Jews 
expect the Chriſt of God, not the Father him- 
* ſelf, for Chrift the Father has never been men- 
* tioned in the Scriptures as he that ſhould come) 
© he replies, I /peak to you, but ye believe not. 
« The works which I do in the Father's name, they 
bear witneſs of me. And what is their witneſs ? 
that he is the perſon concerning whom the 
* 7ews enquired, that is, the Chriſt of God. And 
* of his ſheep he further ſays that none all! 
8 1 them out of his hands. For my F. ather © 

* which gave them to me is greater than all: And 7 


G 2 | and 


1 — — * = 
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n widet et Patrem: Scilicet cv ET SUPRA, Ego et Pater wu ſum”. 
The learned reader is requeſted to take the trouble of comparing 
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and my Father (unum ſumus) are one. At this 


* text; therefore, a ſtand is wiſhed to be made by 
«theſe abſurd, nay even blind heretics, who ſee 
* not that the firſt words of this ſentence,” I and 
* my Father, denote two [perſons] that its laſt 
* word, ſumut, cannot refer to one [perſon] be- 
© cauſe it is of the plural number: and moreover, 
that [the unity ſpoken of in this text is an unity 


gf eſſence, for] its expreſſions are ( unum ſumut 


We are one | Being] not (unus) one perſon, For 
if his words had been, We are one perſon |unus 
* fumus] they would have countenanced this 
< hereſy.---By the phraſe, therefore, We are one 
Being] I and my Father, he ſhews that there 
are two perſons whom he joins together in one 


< eflence.” 


Tertullian then proceeds to combat the argument 
which Praxeas had brought from the ſecond of 


thoſe texts. © It may now appear in what man- 


ner it is ſaid, He who ſees me ſees my Father alſo, 


* namely in the ſame manner (2) as in the pre- 


© ceding text, I and my Father are one. Why? 


© becauſe 
{u) * Apparere jam poteſt qvouopo DICTUM str, Qui mt wide 


the conſtruction of this ſentence with that of the paſſage now in de- 
bate, Chap, xxv. See Note at the Foot of p. 87. 
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« becauſe [he further ſays] I came forth from the 
« Father, and am come into the world, Again, I 

& am the way: no one comes to the Father, but by 
* me: And No one comes to me unleſs the Father 
* brings him. Again, The Father has delivered all 
«* things to me. Again, As the Father gives life, 
«* ſo likewiſe the Son. And again, If ye bad known 
me, ye would have known the Father alſo. In 
©* theſe expreſſions, therefore, he exhibits himſelf 


_ © as the Repreſentative of his. Father, through 


* whom the Father might be both ſeen in works 
* and heard in words, and might be known in the 
* Son [ſo] exhibiting the words and works of his 
Father; foraſmuch as the Father is inviſible, 
* which Philip had not only learned in the law, 
but ought to have remembered: No one ſhall ſce 
* God and live.” 


After this diſcuſſion of the ſecond text relied 
upon by the Patripaſſians, Tertullian proceeds to 
the /bird and laſt of them. Laſtly, if he [Jeſus 
* Chrift] had been deſirous to be underſtood to 
* aſſert that the Father and the Son were the ſame 
* [in perſon] by ſaying. He who ſees me ſees the 
* Father, why does he add, Believe ye not that I 
* am in the Father, and the Father in me? He 
* ought [in that caſe] rather to have added, Be- 

| G 3 © lieve 
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Believe ye not that I aw the Father * He there- 
fore plainly ſhews an union of two perſons.” (v 


With theſe helps thus previouſly acquired, let 
us proceed to analyſe the paſſage itſelf of the 
twenty- fifth chapter of the Treatiſe 1 Brau- 
ear, now in debate, 


* Teſus Chriſt ſays, The Holy Ghoft ſhall take of 
* mine, as be himſelf [took] of the Father.” 


Whatever ſort of unity, therefore, there is of 
himſelf with the Father, the ſame is alſo the unity of 
himſelf with the Holy Ghoſt. But the unity of 
himſelf with the Father is a full and compleat in- 
tercommunication of the powers and attributes, as 
well as of the eſſence, of the Godhead; for he 
himſelf declares [Fohn xvi: 15] that he takes 
omnia] ALL things which are (Patris) or THE 
FATHER. The Holy Ghoſt, therefore, takes of the 
Son | Jobn xvi: 14] the ſame intercommunication 
and plenitude, which the Son takes of the Father. 


In this manner the intercommunication of the 
* Father in [or with] the Son, and of the Son in 
* [or with] the Holy Ghoft, produces a compleat 
union 


« (© ) The 3 4 cited, are han from Chapters, 1. v. 
AVii xx. xxiii. end xxiv. ſuceſſively. 
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« union of the a one out F Lor with] MER 
% which THREE ARE. ONE (tres unum ſunt, 1. 
* Fohn v: 7, one Being) in the SAME MANNER as it 
* is ſaid, I and my Father are one; as to the unity of 
'* eſſence, not as to the dliſtinction of ee (10 


From this detail i it fanny that 1 we may now, 3 
length, draw * following concluſions. 


That the Ska object of 7 — . w 
Treatiſe againſt Praxeas, was to prove that the Fa- 


ther and the Son were not the fame Perſon: 


2. „ That on this account he took pains to ſhew 
that the UNUM suuus of the Goſpel of St. Jobn, 
which the Patripaſſians did inſiſt upon in proof 


that the Father and the Son were one and the ſame 
perſon, was wrongfully perverted by them from 


its "ny . 


z That he alſo ds a precautionary care to 
ſhew (although that was not his declared object, 


or a part of his thefts.) that the UNUM - 8UNT of 


G 4 the 


(w) © Czterum Je meo ſumet, inquit, ficut ipſe de Patris. Ita 
connexus Patris in Filio, et Filii in Paracleto, tres ethcit coherentes 


alterum ex altero; qui TxEs UNUM SUNT, non unus, QUOMODO 
dium eſt Ego et Pater unum ſumus, ad ſubſtantiæ unitatem, non ad 
numeri fingulatitatem,” 
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the Epiſtle of St. John, if the Patripaſſiant ſhould 
thereaſter run ſo lengthened a race in folly as to 
wiſh to compreſs the three perſons of the adorable 
Trinity into one perſon (x) was to be interpreted 
in the SAME MANNER as the UNUM SUMUS of his 
Goſpel ; and therefore in a manner . oppoſite 
to the error of reer, 


4. That the de Patris of the paſſe age in de- 


bate has juſt as much relation to the ingnjt, and 


is juſt as much a quotation from the j#fteenth 
_ of the ſixteenth chapter of the Goſpel of 

St. John, as the de meo is from the fourteenth "_ N 
of the ſame chapter. And 


5. That the Ia, the qui tres, and the — 
diftum eft, in the latter part of that paſſage (and 
more particularly when explained by the ſimilar 
inſtance in C. xx1v.) ſhew the wnum ſunt to be as 
much a legitimate portion of Scripture as the unum 
fumus of the ſame paſſage. 


The concluſion, then, from the whole (reverting 


to the . ec of theſe letters) ſeems to be,—that 


Tertullian 
(x) It ſeems that the Montaniſis (and probably the Patripaſſians = 


alſo) did afterwards proceed thus far in abſurdity. For Jerome, ſpeak- 


ing of them and the Sabellians, in the fourth century, uſes theſe expreſ= 
fions : “ Trinitatem in unius perſon anguſtias cogunt.” 
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Tertullian has quoted intentionally the verſe in quel 
tion, namely the ſeventh verſe of the fifth ie, 
of the a ee of St. e 


4 


-— 


The ee of Tertullian to 1e — 
of this paſſage having been thus ſtated, it now be- 
comes neceſſary to conſider an incidental part of 
the ſubject, before (y) propoſed : namely, Whether | 
the original Epiſtles of the Apoſtles were, or were 
not, extant in the days of Tertullian. Let us at- 
tend to ſome of his expreſſions. | N 


“All hereſies being thus challenged by us and 

* confuted, whether ſubſequent to or coeval with 
* the Apoſtolic age, let the favorers of theſe he- 
* reſies preſume, if they dare, to ſet up any pre- 
* ſcriptions againſt this our diſcipline and correc- 
tion. For if they deny its truth, it will be in- 
cumbent upon them not only to prove that it is 
alſo a hereſy, and to confute in the ſame man- 
ner as their hereſies now ſtand confuted : but to 
ſhew at the ſame time where the truth is to be 
enquired for, which is already demonſtrated not 
to be on their ſide. Our arguments are not 
drawn from ſubſequent authority, but from that 
which | is e, Li. e. not from any Latin 
Tranſlation 


cc 


cc 


cc 


cc 


cc 


«6c 


— 


cc 


O) Page 54. 


Tranſlation then in uſe in Africa, but from the 
Greek Copies, rendered by himſelf ] “ which is 
4 teſtimony that they are deduced from that [ori- 
* ginal] verity, which always holds the firſt place 
in evidence. Our opinions are not condemned, 
4 but even ſupported by the Apoſtles : which is a 
$ proof of their propriety. For thoſe. opinions 
„ which are not condemned by the Apoſtles, who 
% have. condemned, every erroneous tenet, are in- 
&« deed accepted by them as their own, and are con- 

e ſequently even defended by them,” | 


Again, in his Treatiſe againſt Marcion, he thus 
argues againſt his corrupt and vitiated New Teſta- 
ment. I ſay that my copy is true, he ſays the 
* ſame of his own. L affirm his copy to be adul- 
terated, he affirms the ſame thing of mine. 
* What ſhall decide between us but the confidera- 
* tion of TIME, aſcribing authority to that [copy] 
* which is the more ancient, and preſuppoſing a 
« vitiation in that [copy, if they be contradictory 
to each other] which is proved to be more mo- 
dern. 


If it be urged that theſe expreſſions, and many 
ſimilar ones of Tertullian, refer only to Greek au- 
thority in general, and that their applications to 

the 
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the Greek Copies alone of the New Teſtament will 
be a ſufficiently adequate explanation of them, 
the argument will be granted in all its parts. 
For as many Greek copies of the New Teſta- 
ment muſt have been made before its transfuſion 
into the Latin language by the ala Fetus, or Old 
Italic, and as the Greek language was ſo familiar 


to Tertullian's countrymen, that he wrote one of 


his Treatiſes [ De Virginibus velandis] originally in 
that language,—theſe circumſtances make it very 
far from an improbable ſuppoſition that Greek co- 
pics of the whole Bible were familiar to the Afri- 
can Chriſtians of that age. They were familiar to 
Tertullian himſelf, if (z) the accounts given of him 
may be credited. He frequently refers to thoſe 
Greek copies even in this Treatiſe againſt Marcion; 
as in the following examples. © He then is the 
** Chriſt of aiab, the remedy for our weakneſs, 
He (ſays the prophet) bears our grit and car- 
tries our ſorrows, But the Greeks uſe the word 
* carrying in the ſame ſenſe as taking away. And 
* again, Ble Nd are the poor (for ſo the ward rex 


* quires 


(z) * In Novo vero Teſtamento non tam Latinis — 2 quam 
Græcis veteribus codicibus uſum Auctorem Græce doctiſſimum, ex ver- 
ſione ejus peculiari ab aliis omnibus multùm ſubinde diyerſa, mani- 
feſtum fit ; quam adeo diſcrepantiam in gratiam Profeſſorum ſaerarum 
literarum ubique adnotavimus.“ [ Pamel. in vita Tertull. A. D. 197.] 


So 


- his ordinary appeal. But there was ſtill another, 


quires to be interpreted which is in the original 


4 unn 4 for theirs is r the 1 of Baues. ” 


of } 


- Theſe ſelect uke ieee might be adduced) 
are ſufficient evidence that the Greek Copies of the 
Scriptures were familiar to Tertullian. It may not 
be amiſs to ſtate one proof that they were not un- 
known to Marcion, his antagoniſt, (a) although he 
might wiſh to keep them a little out of ſight, be- 
cauſe the Teſtament which he had fabricated for 


himſelf was a corruption of the Old Italic, 


It is then admitted, that on common occaſions 
Tertullian's uſual mode of argument applied itſelf 
to the authority of the Greek Copies of the Scrip- 
tures, which were in uſe in his times. This .. 
much more important than this, which was ſome- 
times made by him, an appeal which was extraor- 


dinary, and invocated with a more ſolemn voice. 


A ſtrong inſtance of this kind occurs immediately 
after the former of the two quotations juſt taken 
from his works. After having there pleaded, as 


we 


(a) Sed quoniam attentius akcUMENTATUR [ſcil. Marcion] apud 
Wum ſuum neſcio quem guvT@AAginrwey et Tvppiroupevoy in le- 
proſi purgationem, non pigebit ei occurere---Itaque Dominus volens 


altius intelligi legem,---tetigit leproſum; a quo etſi homo inquinari 


potuiſſet, Deus utique non inquinaretur, incontaminabilis ſcilicet, 


— «2 — — — ͤꝗñö—— — — 


we have ſeen, on his own behalf, the Greel Copies 
then in general uſe, he ſuddenly breaks forth 


e 


this ſublime n 5 We n 230 


vi 


| * But go ye, who are. deen 10 carey, your 


* enquiries to a MORE laudable extent {cario- 


1 —— MELIUS exercere] in the buſineſs of your 


* ſalvation, purſue your courſe to the Churches 


4 [themſelves] of the Apoſtles, in which che chain 


4 ( catbedræ) of thoſe Apoſtles ſtill preſide in their 


* ſtations, in which their very original Epriſiles are 
< recited (iſ& authentice literæ corum recitantur) 
« repreſenting to the mind the ſound of the voice 
„ and: the form of the - countenance of each of 
* them. [And ye may perhaps carry your en- 
* quiries to this MORE laudable extent without 
much trouble, for] Is Acbaia next to vou? Te 


may go to Corinth, If ye be not far diſtant 


« from Macedonia, ye may proceced to Philippi, ye 

may paſs to Tbeſſalonica. If it be convenient 
= you to take your courſe into Aa, there you 
„ill find Epheſus. And if your ſituation be not 
remote from Tally, ye may go to Rome: where 
indeed we [all] may readily conſult [one portion 


“of original] authority. * (3) 


(3) a No. xxxii. Tomke again reſorts to this extracr- 
dinary appeal in the following paſſage. 
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1 ſeems maſt evident, from the Sifoclalen and 
— of this whole argument, that Tertullian 
here meant to refer to the original epiſtlet themſelves 
of the Apoſtles. To reduce the queſtion, how- 
ever, within a narrow compaſs, and to bring it to 
a ſpeedy deciſion, it ſhall be argued under the 
following dilemma. Tertullian, in theſe laſt che 
expreſſions, referred xi HER to the original epifiles 
of the Apoſtles, ox to the Greek Copies of them, 
then extant in Africa. But he did not there refer 
to thoſe Copies; becauſe, having referred to them 
before, and frequently, his words MEL1US exercere, 
in the preſent inſtance, would have been not only 
empty and vapid, but abſurd. He did not refer to 
thoſe Copies ; becauſe there was neither wiſdom nor 
courteſy in ſending his readers to Corinth, to peruſe 
a Copy of St. Paul's Epiſtles to the Corinthians; to 
Philippi, to examine 4 Copy of his Epiſtle to the 
Philippians ; to Theſſalonica, for a Copy of his 
Epiſtles to the Theſſalonians ; to Epheſus, for a 


__ of his Epiſtle, to the de or to Rome, 
for 


10 e i conſtat id verius 8 id prius 3 et ab initio, 
| id ab initio quod as ArosToL1s ; pariter utique conſtabit, id efſe ab 

Apoſtolis traditum guod apud eccleſias Apoſtolorum fuerit ſacroſanctum. 
Vipzsamus gun lac a Paulo Corinthii hauſerint ; ad quam regulam Ga- 
latæ fint RECORRECTI ; guid legant Philippenſes, Theſſalonicenſes, 
Ephefii : quid etiam Romani de proximn ſonent, quibus evangelium et Pe- 
trus ef Paulus ſauguine quoque ſuo ſig natum reliquerunt,” —[ Adv, Marcion. 
Lib. iv.] 
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for a Copy of his Epiſtte to the Romans ; when 
thoſe Copies were, at that time, in the hands not 
only of 7 ertullian but of his adverſaries, particu- 
larly Marcion. He did not refer to thoſe Copier; 
becauſe, being thus confeſſedly in the hands of 
Tertullian and Marcion, and appealed to in their 


writings, it is probable at leaſt that thoſe Greek 


Copies of the New Teſtament were in the hands of 
their readers alſo, and familiar to the Chriſtians of 
Africa in general: who therefore would have con- 
cluded that Tertullian was not in his right ſenſes in 
exhorting them to take a long journey to inſpect 
what was then in their own keeping, and perhaps 


lay at that very moment expanded before their 


eyes. The conſequence from whence is that Te 
tullian, in thoſe expreſſions herein - before laſt cited 
from his works, referred (and recommended his 
readers to apply, not to Copies, but) o the ori- 
r Ep, ler nn bon * * 

If it ſhall be contended that the poſition has been 
too haſtily advanced, which aſſumes that the Greek 
Copies were familiar at that time to Tertallian's 
countrymen, and that it ought to be abandoned, 
let it be conſidered what appearance the argument 


would take under this new aſpect. Admitting, 


then, for the ſake of debate alone, although con- 


trary 
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trary to every fair and reaſonable probability, that 
thoſe Greek Copies were not, at that time, in the 
hands of the Chriſtians of Aſrica in general, yet 
ſtill it remains undeniably certain that they were 
then in Tertullians own hands, and moſt probably 
in thoſe of Marcion. Tertullian s addreſs,” there- 
fore, to his readers, even on this ſuppoſition, muſt 
have been very different from its preſent tenor. 
He muſt, in ſuch a cafe, have ſpoken to them in 
a language ſomewhat like this: Ay Cbriſtian 
brethren, go not to. Corinth—go not to Philippi 
not to Theflalonica—go not % Epheſus—go-not to 
Rome Jar the Greek Copies of St. Paul's Epiſtles 
to the primitive Chriſtians of thoſe reſpeFive places. 
Lo! I have them all here, and my antagoniſt Mar- 
cion has them alſo. Go to him—at leaſt come to me, 
and I will ſhew you thoſe Copies, But Tertullian's 
argument 1s directly oppoſite to this mode of ad- 
dreſs, and therefore produces the very oppoſite 
concluſion; namely, that he meant, in thoſe exhor- 
tations, to recommend an application to the ORIGI1- 
NAL EPISTLES of the Apoſtles: which would, 
nevertheleſs, have been an abſurd recommendation 
upon the face of it, if both he and his readers had 
not, at the ſame time, fully believed that THOSE 
— ORIGINALS then exiſted, and were THEN acceſ- 
ible, at the places to which they were originally 
addreſſed, 


E 
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addreſſed, provided that the neceſſary pains ſhould 
be taken in order to em em. 4 


If this 8 e b Tertallion 
be in other reſpects juſt, no valid exception can be 
taken agaiaſt it from the length of time which had 
elapſed between the date of the autographs of the 
Epiſtles of the New Teſtament, and the days of 
Tertullian. When the expreſſions, now in debate, 
were written by him, the moſt ancient of thoſe 
autographs had not been much more than one cen- 
tury in exiſtence, But we have many original In- 


8 


(ec) Ir it be objected that Tertallian's 7 on (abjefts of this 
kind are not always to be taken in a' literal ſenſe, becauſe in his 
Treatiſe againſt Hermogenes he ſpeaks of the originale  inflrumentunt 

Meyſi, let it be anſwered that there is a difference in the two caſes, . 
1. in their nature : And 

2. In Tertullian“ manner of mentioning . 

1. He lived very near to the times when the Epiſtles of Meni 
Teſtament were written; ſo that there is nothing in the nature of the 
caſe to reſiſt the aſſumption that thoſe originals might then exiſt. And 

2. He points out to his readers the places where thoſe originals were 
to be found: which he has not done in his mention of the books of 
Moſes, So that there is not only a diſtinftion, but Tertullian has 
marked the diſtinction, between the two caſes. 8 

There is no difficulty in ſuppoſing theſe originals to have ſurvived 
to, and beyond the age of Tertullian. But there would be a great 
difficulty in concluding them to have been kept with ſo little atten- 


tion, as to have been loſt in leſs than a century after they were write 
ten. 


* 
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quiſitiones. fo mortem, ſome Ledger Books, Grants 
and Quiete clamationes of ancient Monaſteries,now 
exiſting. in this kingdom in complete preſervation, 
and ftill more in a condition not very imperfect, 
which exhibit beyond all contradiction dates of 
four hundred years and upwards. We know that 
the age of the Valor of Pope Nicholas, kept in the 
Tower of London, is more than five hundred, and 
of the Domeſday, more than ſeven hundred years. 
And we have good reaſon to believe that the Alex- 
andrian MS of the New Teſtament is now nearly 
thirteen hundred years old, and that the Cambridge 
Ms is of the ſame (4) or nearly the ſame antiquity, 
When theſe things are duly conſidered, the age, 
which has been herein before aſſumed for the 
MSS of Alcuinus and Walafrid Strabo, will not ap- 
pear immoderate ; and-it will, in particular, ſeem 
very far from an improbability, that MSS of fuch 
eſpecial importance as the original Epiſtles of the 
New Teſtament, ſhould ſubſiſt one (or much more 
than my hundred years, | 


I. * n 


(4) Pages 30 and 56. The mention of any M88, which are not 
now in our own country, has been here purpoſely avoided. 

The preſervation of many of theſe MSS is not to be ie to any 
extraordinary care of their keepers. Bexa tells us that he found the 
| Cambridge MS at Lyons, poſtquam ibi ix pulvere diu jacuifſet. It bas 
been my lot, on various occaſions, to find many records in this kings 
dom in the ſame ſituation. 


the Church, Cyprian it ſuppoſed to-have quoted 
Ibis paſſage. His words ur- 1 
W n 4 wes The 


are one. d | 47 BR 37 | ris 7; * N 
«3 * : g ' 1 1. we 5 1 i 9 14 *S . 33 
$44 +3: 


— as — . 
only of the words of Cyprian; ſome expreſſions, 
very material to the argument, being unfairly 
paſſed by and omitted. The whole ſentence taken 
together ſtands thus: (e) Our Lord declares, I 
* and my Father are a And again tis written 
of the Father, Son, and ee e 
v n n - 07 eros E 
Let this a alſo analyſed.—*: Our Lord 
declares, I and my Father are one. Where does 
he make that declaration? In Scripture; becauſe 
that ſacred book is the record of the words of our 
Lord, as well as of his actions, whilſt on earth. 
And in what part of Scripture is that declaration 
made? It is in the thirtieth Verſe of the tenth 
Chapter of the Goſpel of St. John; and the quo- 
tation is literal. Let us now proceed. And 
again it is written of the Father, Son, and Holy 
Hwa: Spirit, 


(e) Appendix, No, xxix. 


Spirit, And theſe three are one. — AGAIN it is 
ſerumd act of any kind, he muſt be conſidered as 
referting to a former act, of a ſimilar nature with, 
or ſimilarly circumſtanced to, that which refers to 
it. And what, in the preſent caſe, was this former 
act? It was a direct citation by Cyprian of a paſ- 
ſage in Scripture. What then was the latter act? 
Aube inference needs not be mentioned. It 

n nm 

bi 

Thus the auth en Dip mean to 
quote this paſſage, in his Book concerning the 
Unity of the Church—ſeems to be inevitable, when 
we take the whole of his words into contemplation 
at once, and place them in the ſame point of view. 
But if we even receive their teſtimony in the muti- 
lated condition in which Dr. Ben/on thought fit 
to ſtate it, the ſame inference ſeems fairly deduci- 
ble from them. For as the volume of the Sacred 
Writings is, emphatically, called the Bool: ſo the 
phraſe, it it abritten, when employed by writers on 
ſacred ſubjects, emphatically and abſolutely, without 
any other particulars of deſcription, denotes (in 
general at leaſt) the expreſſions which fallow to be 
quotations from Scripture, It might be tedious to 
produce many examples from many books. A 
| | fe 
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few from that book alone, . 
our — * be — 


8 x "x 
} l "\ 35, My, rr 188 
» : 2 " 4 » , J. 


« ii ina} Man hat lebe) win Ho 
bread alone, but by every word that proceedeth 
out of the mouth of 'God.") Lao. OS 

bt 5 22 At9 "4 4 59 wt 

For it is ritten, I will Anke the Shepherd, 
and the ſheep ſhall be ſcattered.” [Mark xiv: 27 


« For it is wwritten, Thou ſhalt not ſpeak evil 
of [or curſe] the ruler” of wy ee, _ 
xxili: 5. ] | WIN 


« For it is written, Ve engeance i is min la⸗ 
mans xii: 19.] | 


And ſo it is written, Adam was made {or be- 
n a Wan ſoul.“ money xv: 45.0 5 «ga 


In theſe inſtances, e viii: 3, Zecha« 
riah xiii: 7, Exodus xxii: 28, Deuteron. xxxii: 35, 
and Genefis ii: 7 are literally cited; although with- 
out any other previous introduction than the eee 
here uſed by Cyprian, viz. I is written. The ob- 
jection, therefore, that Cyprian ean only be /ippoſed 
to have quoted this paſſage, becauſe he has not 

H 3 uſed 
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uſed introductory words ſufficiently ſtrong (as is 
alledged) to imply a ſucceeding quotation from 
Scripture, comes ſomewhat unſeaſonably, when it 
appears that he has adopted thoſe very words, to 
introduce his quotation, which are made uſe of by 
Feſus Chriſt, and by his Apoſtle St. Paul, to pre- 
face theirs ; the identical expreſſions employed in 
Seripture ißſelf to denote a quotation from Scrip- 
s 17 85 


IVV. “ The query it, whether Cyprian de- 

rel to-quote the ſeventh verſe, or to give 
a myſtical interpretation of the eighth werſe, 
namely, that by the water, the blood, and the 
' ſpirth, we are-to wnderſtand the Father, the 
Son, and the Holy Spirit. | 


There s to be no query in the caſe. Had 
cpi deſigned to give a myſtical interpretation 
only, he would not (as hath been juſt obſerved) 
after having literally quoted one paſſage of Scrip- 
ture, have inſtantly followed that quotation with 
the words And AGAIN if ig wwritten.” The aſ- 
ſertion would have been utterly falſe, at the very 
hour of its being made by Cyprian, had not the 
ſeventh Verſe exiſted at that time. The words, 
And theſe three are one, were never WRITTEN of 
the 
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the Trinity of perſons in the Godhead, in any 
part of Scripture, ſave in eee n 
the n in eee 3 


Let it be fiirther e on this head, that had 
Cyprian deſigned a myſtical interpretation only, he 
would not have written Scriptum ęſt, r bi tres - 
unum ſunt ; but Scriptum &ft hos. tres unum efſe : as 
he does write in another place, where he only de- 
ſigns to elude not quote, Scriptum (J) eff juſtum 
fide vivere.“ Taking the ſentence in queſtion as a 
gloſs, comment, or interpretation of Cyprian, the 
conjunction [et] is a moſt abſurd and a moſt un- 
grammatical Expletive. But as a quotation it ſtands 
perfectly right. I is written of the Father, Son, 
and Holy Spiri“ What is written of them? 
Theſe words, Et hi tres unum ſunt. And theſe 
three are one.” The conjunction [et] thus viewed, 
is ſo far from being inconſiſtent with grammar and 
common ſenſe, that it ſtands with peculiar pro- 
priety in its ſituation ; not only proving the clauſe, 
at the head of which it ſo ſtands, to be a quotation, 
but marking out the bounds of hae quotation moſt | 
preciſely. | 


Hg yon 


J) Ds Mirtalitate, p. 157, allading to Riman 1: 17. 
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V. © The logſe manner, in which the: fathers 
"1 ſometimes quoted, might create a. ſuſpicion. Bui 
there is more, in the preſent caſe, tban this ge- 
neral ſuſpicion :” | viz. That Cyprian did not 
mean to quote the ue nh, but to give a 
myſtical interpretation of the eigbib Verle.] 
For Eucherius (de Queſt. diſicil. in loca V. 
et NM. T.) about the year 434, having cited 
theſe words, There are three which bear teſti- 
mony, the water, the blood, and the ſpirit ; 
ſays, M it be aſked what is the meaning of theſe 
words? I afin, many think the Tre is 
here meant. - | 


If Dr. Benſon did not know that Eucherius has 
actually quoted this Verſe (g) in another part of 
his works, he has, in this objection, betrayed a 
molt blameable ignorance of his ſubject. If he did 
know and yet ſuppreſſed the quotation, he has 
proved himſelf guilty of a moſt ai ingenuous conceal- 

ment of the truth, 


Both alternatives are thus offered to the reader, 
But he will, perhaps, ſoon perceive on which of 
them he ought to fix. For Mr. Emlyn, an Eng- 

liſhman 


(g) Letter ii. p. 42, where the quotation, here referred to, is ſtated 
in the words of Eucherius. 
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of this Verſe) in the diſpute reſpecting its authen- 
ticity which aroſe in the beginning of the preſent 
Century, between him and Mr. Martin, Paſtor of 
the French Church at Utrecht in Holland, thus in- 
this teſtimony of ZEucherins had - thrown him. 
The paſſage Mr. Martin brings out of Eutherins 
* (of which indeed I was not aware before) will 
need more conſideration ; for though it only 
concerns the fifth Century, in which I did allow 
that poſlibly the words might become text in 
* ſome books, yet it will carry it half a century 
* higher than the Confeſſion of the African Biſhops 
* in Victor Vitenſis: and I confeſa, if the pallage be 
genuine, it is more to the purpoſe than any, yea 
than all the other teſtimonies before or aſter Eu- 
* cherius, for ſome hundreds of years: becauſe 
* here we find both the ſeventh and eighth verſes 
* together, at once to ſhew us all the fix witneſles : 
and there was Father, Word, and Spirit, beſide 
„ what was ſaid of the waler, blood, and ſpirit; 
« whereas only Father, Word, and Spirit might 

have been the ſame things myſtically interpreted, 
after the prevailing cuſtom of that time. 80 
* that I cannot deny but Mr. Martin had ſome 
ground to ſay, this ig deciſive, i. e. as to its being 


acknowledged 
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2 — by 1 in es N _ 
tury.” at FEY SIX 


Dr — 55 not be len of this wei 
tion of the Verſe in queſtion, thus made by Eu- 
cherius, or of Mr. Emlyn's diſtreſs on the ſubject. 
For Dr. Benſon had read, BBroREH he began his 
eritical labors on this text, not only Mr. Martin's 
Diſſertation which contains this quotation from 
Eucherius, but Mr. Emlyn's reply to it. He con- 
feſſes BOTH, in the outſet of his own (i) diſquiſi- 
tions; although he was not then, perhaps, aware 
of the conſequence. After this confeſſion which 
condemns himſelf, the plea of 16NORANCE, of not 
baving ſeen the quotation, can no longer avail; him; 
and, that being once taken away, there can be no 
doubt as to the . which muſt be ſubſtituted 
in its place. 


VI. F. acundus, 


(5) The queſtion, whether this paſſage in Facherivs is genuine or 
not, will be taken up hereafter under Objection viii. of M. Grieſbacb. 

(%% „have read Dr. Mill”; Prolegomena---But above all, I yavs 
READ Mr. Martin's Critical Diſſertation on this text; Mr. Eurrx's 
Furt Inquiry, &c. and the Letters of M. "La Croze, and F. Le 
Long, publiſhed by Mr. Emiyn.” (Dr. Benſon's Paraphraſe, zd Edit. 
p. 631.)—He cannot be ſuppoſed, moreover, to have been ignorant of 
the evidence furniſhed by Marcus Celedenſis and Phabadius ; for he has 
referred to Bergelius in p. 620, by whom their teſtimony is particularly 
ſet forth, 


VI. . Facundus, ebe flouriſhed in the fifth 
century, and was of the ſame African Church, 


did not only, himſelf, interpret the words of the 


eighth verſe, in that myſtical manner: but bas 
acquainted us that Cyprian the nies did fe 
n. them.” 


What F, acundus an Gyprian underſtood, or in- 
terpreted concerning the eighth verſe, is immaterial 
to the preſent enquiry,—if arguments can be ad- 
duced of fufhcient force to ſhew that they read the 
ſeventh verſe in their Bibles. / This fact, it. is 
truſted, hath been already ſatisfactorily proved as 
to Cyprian. , The caſe of Facundus will ng 
ſome conſideration. OE 

tf 

The a of Facundai, on thts ſubjed, 
are as follows. The Apoſtle, Fobn, | in his epiſ- 
<* tle thus ſpeaks of the Father, the Son [Cilio] 


and the Holy Ghoſt :. There are three that bear 


* witneſs on earth, the ſpirit, the water, and the 
* blood ; and theſe three are one: ſignifying, by the 


* word ſpirit the Father, by the blond the Son, and 


* ' by the water the erer Ghoſt. ((“) 


And 


) He in this part of his argument proceeds thus, * Si forſitan 
ipſi qui de verbo contendunt in eo quod dixit ; Tres funt qui teſtiſcan- 


far 
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And a little afterwards—* Which teſtimony of 
„St. Fobn the bleſſed Martyr Cyprian, Biſhop of 
* Carthage, in an epiſtle, or book, which he 
« wrote on the Trinity, underſtands to have been 
& ſpoken of the Father, the Son, and the Holy 
* Ghoſt. For he ſays: The Lord declares, I and 

« my Father are one: And again it is Þrinen of 
« the Father, the . and the Holy TR And 
e theſe three are one.” 


Let it be firſt remarked, as to this teſtimony of 
Facundus, that he probably never ſaw the Treatiſe 
of Cyprian to which he thus refers. He ſeems 
to have been utterly at a loſs even how to deſcribe, 
or claſs it: for he calls it an epiftle, ox à book. 
And he has indubitably given to it a title which is 
not its own. © In Epiſtola — libro— ae Trini- 

tate, 


tur in terra; Spiritus aqua et ſanguis, et hi tres unum ſunt, Trinitatem, 
qui unus Deus eſt, nolunt intelligi ſecundum ipſa verba quæ poſuit 
pro Apoſtolo Jeanne reſpondeant. Nunquid hi tres qui in terra teſti» 
ficari, et qui unum eſſe dicuntur, poſſunt ſpiritus aut aquæ aut ſan- 
guines dici “And in another paſſage: ** Nam fic ecclefia Chriſti, 
etiam cum necdum ad diſtinctionem Patris et Filii et Spiritus Sancti 
uteretur nomine perſonæ, tres credidit et prædicavit, Patrem, Filium, 
et Spiritum Sanctum, ſicut teſtimonio Joannis ſupra docuimus, quo 
dictum eſt, Tres ſunt gui teſtimonium dant in terra, ſpiritus aqua et ſan- 
guis, et hi tres unum ſunt.” 

Theſe quotations have been lengthened, in order to ſhew that the 
worde, in terra, moſt certainly ſtood in Facundus's Bible, 
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tate, ſays Facundus, inſteadief de Unitate ecclefie, (I) 
which is its real title. Either of theſe circum- 
ſtances ſingly taken raiſe a ſuſpicion, combined 
they amount nearly to proof, that Facundus had 
not read the work which he thus ventured to 
quote, but had truſted to the information of ſome 
perſon who had miſtakenly, or intentionally miſ- 
led him by imputing to the eighth verſe of 1. Fohn 
v. a comment or declaration, I it written, which 
could have been uttered by Cyprian only of the 
ſeventh. | | 


Let it be till further obſerved, that the very ex- 
preſſions, uſed by Facundus, prove that the ſeventh 
verſe was read by him as well as the eighth, 
Wherever the words in terra [on earth] are found 
in any recital of, or reference to the eighth, they 
neceſſarily imply the exiſtence of the ſeventh verſe, 
having the words in cælo [in Heaven] expreſſed 
or underſtood in contrapoſition to them. And Fa- 
:undus uſes this phraſe, in terra, no leſs than thrice 
in the ſhort extracts which have been juſt copied 

from 


(1) It is ſometimes tiled, De Simplicitate Prelatorum. The ſcribe, 
who wrote the Verona MS, mentioned by Maffzius, wiſhed to cover 
the error of Facundus, by correcting it in his own copy. He reads de 


Uaitate ; but, as it might well be expected, he ſeems to be fingular in 
that reading, 


8 = - WY x; - —— wow — = 
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from him. (m) It is remarkable that Fulgentius con- 
ſtantly cites the ſeventh verſe, with the words in 
cela, and that he never applies the eighth verſe to 
the Trinity, unleſs perhaps in the Fragments 
againſt Fabianus before quoted: which, neverthe- 
leſs, without any great violence (n) are capable of 
another conſtruction. Facundus, on the other 
hand, continually relies on a myſtical interpretation 
of the eighth, neglecting the ſeventh verſe, al- 
thaugh he proves to us that it was in his poſſeſ- 
fion by his mode of quoting the eighth verſe. 
But this, although a diſtinction, is almoſt (with re- 
ſpect to the great queſtion of the authenticity of 
this paſſage) a diſtinction without a difference. 
For wherever, in any author thus referring to this 
chapter of St. John, either of theſe clauſules, in 
ele, or in terra, is read, ſuch reading infers the 
other to have ſtood (o) in the Bible of that author; 
or if there omitted at all, to have been ſo omitted 
by the mere negligence of the copyiſt. 


The 


l) Pro defenſione trium Capit. 

(n) Page 38 of theſe Letters. 
(e] This is one of thoſe few points in which the opponents of this 
verle agree with its advocates. Sir Jaac Newton, Hiſt. p. g05— 
Tua, p. 12, 150 &c.— Bengelius, ad fin. diſſertat.— C/ ieſbach, p. 
#39—Matthei, p. 140. 
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The only difficulty which preſſes upon the 
mind in the caſe. of Facundut, and of others of 
the ancient Greek and Latin Fathers who had 
both the verſes in their Bibles, and yet choſe to in- 
terpret the eighth verſe as a ſymbol of the Trinity, 
while they paſſed over the ſeventh in filence,—is 
to aſſign, in any adequate degree, a cauſe for 
ſuch preference, and a motive for ſueh preterition. 
Matthzi (þ) puts the queſtion forcibly. © The fol 
lowing obſervations, ſuggeſted in reply to uh! Jo 
merit conſideration, 


The unity, ſtated in the laſt clauſe of the ſe- 
venth verſe, is either an «nity of nature, or an unity 
of teſtimony. If Facundus (taking him as an ex- 
ample for the others) believed it to be the latter 
only, to him it would be no proof of a Trinity in 
the divine nature: becauſe to him the clauſe would 
not ſpeak of nature, but of igſtimony merely. His 
expoſition of the verſe would run thus. For there 
ore three that bear witneſs in Heaven, affirming” to 
us (9) the divinity of the Son of God,—the Fa- 

_ ther, 


(p) © Quomodo enim Tvpoa dixiſſet, fi averrigentrss amodurs 
ante oculos habuiſſtt in illius verbis o rarne, 0 Ne, Nx TO ayiov 
YFU! P- 140. 


) This mode of expoſition will be ſtated more at large in the 
#fth of theſe letters. 
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ther, the Word, and the Holy Ghoft : And the teſti- 
momy of theſe three is one and the ſame, and proves 
the point preciſely. Interpreting the verſe in this 
manner, he would recollect the teſtimony of other 
witnefſes in Heaven, who had hkewiſe declared to 
mankind the divinity of Jeſus Chriſt ; the teſti 
mony of him, namely, who was yent from God, 
ants à city of Galilee, xamed Nazareth, who ſaid to 
Mary, The Holy Ghoft ſhall come upon thee, and the 
power of the Higheſt ſhall overſhadow thee : there- 
fore that holy thing, which ſhall be born of thee, 
Hall be called, the Son of God :—of him, who came 
aon the ſhepherds abiding in the field, and keeping 
watch over their flock by night, and proclaimed' to 
their aſtoniſhed minds good tidings of great joy 
zwhich ſhould be 10 all people, the birth, on that day, 
in the city David, of a Saviour, Chriſt the Lord: 
and lafily, of that multitude of the heavenly hoſt, 
which was ſuddenly with the angel, and joined in 
the feraphic ode, Glory to God in the higheft, and on 
_ earth freace, good-wwill towards men. (r) Conceiv- 
ing St. John's argument to relate to /e/fimony only, 
he would feel that it could not be true, as a gene- 
ral propoſition, that the act of bearing witneſs in 
Heaven made the witneſſes, neceſſarily, component 


parts 


(r} Luke i: 26-39, ii: 3—15. 
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parts (if the phraſe may be allowed) of the triune 
and ineffable Godhead : and, as to the particular 
words before him, he would not conſider himſelf 
at liberty to educe concluſions from them beyond 
what, in his apprehenſion; St. John himſelf had 
predicated. A writer, and that writer a Chriſtian 
Biſhop, thus privately interpreting the final clauſe 
of the ſeventh verſe; and conſcious probably at the 
ſame time that he ſo interpreted it againſt the ge- 
neral ſenſe of the Chriſtian world; would certainly 
with to paſs over the whole of that verſe in ſilence, 
whenever he ſhould be called upon to diſcuſs the 
queſtion of three perſons and one God. And yet 
holding ſacred the belief of a Trinity (/) and 
anxious to elieit from ſome part of this paſſage 
{ome elucidation of that momentous article of the 
Chriſtian - faith, he would naturally bend his at- 
tention to the eighth verſe. He would feel him- 
ſelf there diſencumbered from the burthen which, 
in his apprehenſion, lay heavy upon him in look- 
ing for a proof of the Trinity in the other verſe. 
The ſtrongeſt incentive to ſeek is an earneſt hope 
of finding. He would enter upon the taſk, which 
he had impoſed upon himſelf, with chearfulneſs. 

I 1 


) This remark is true not only of Facundus, but of all the Fathers 


who have employed the eighth verſe in illuſtration of the doctrine of 
the Trinity. 


- i * 3 2 mw _ - 
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He would contemplate the ſubject in various points 
of view. He would try to ſhape a ſymbol, where 
he could not found a demonſtration. The ener- 
gies of a mind thus ſtimulated, and acting upon 
itſelf, would naturally purſue the courſe which we 
obſerve Facundus to have taken. Such an one 
would firſt, by intenſe and repeated reflection, 
work himſelf into a perſuaſion that the ſpirit, the 
blood, and the water, were ſignificative, or ſymbolical 
of the three perſons in the ever bleſſed Trinity, he 
would next endeavour to anſwer objections () and 
would finally bring forth in triumph, the words of 
ſo illuſtrious a man as Cyprian; who, as he had 
been given to undenſtand (although erroneouſly) 
had interpreted the eighth verſe in the ſame myſ- 
tical manner with himſelf. 


© Theſe obſervations, which thus aſſign a reaſon- 
able, perhaps an adequate cauſe why Facundus, and 
other authors in his ſituation, would paſs over the 
ſeventh, and comment. upon the eighth verſe, are 
not founded merely on a gratuitous ſuppoſition. 
They are moſt ſtrongly corroborated by what we 
know of Encherius, His real words and true 
meaning ſhall firſt be ſtated, both of which are 
miſrepreſented by Dr. Benſor. 


An 


(2) „A, ji forfitan ipſi, qui de verbo contendent,—Trinitatow, gui unn 
Deus eft, nolunt intellig! c. 


An extract from the Formule of Eucherius has 
been already given (2) in which he quotes both 
theſe verſes of St. John together. In another paſ- 
ſage of the ſame treatiſe his ſubject leads him to 
take the eighth verſe ſeparately, which he cites in 
the following manner. (v) © John the Evangeliſt 
* ſays, There are three that bear witneſs on earth, 
* the ſpirit, the water, and the blood.” 


And again, in the work which Dr. Benſon has 
cited, the Quæſtiones, Eucherius thus mentions the 
eighth verſe. | | 


„ QuesTION. Alſo St. John writes in his epiſ- 
* tle: There are three that bear witneſs, the water, 
* the blood, and the ſpirit : What is ſignified hereby? 


* ANSWER. This paſſage ſeems TO ME to be 

* ſimilar to that part of St. John's goſpel where 
he ſpeaks of the ſufferings of Chriſt ; ſaying, 
One of the ſoldiers with a ſpear pierced his fide, 
and forthwith came there out blood and water : 
and he that ſaw it bare record. In the ſame goſ- 
** pel he had before ſaid of Jeſus, He bowwed his 
head and gave up the ghoſt. Some perſons there- 
1 12 fore 


(7) þ. 42. 
(v) . 227. 
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fore thus argue reſpecting this paſſage : the 
* water ſignifies baptiſm, the blood ſeems to in- 
„ timate martyrdom, and the ſpirit is that 
*. which through martyrdom paſſes to the Lord, 
* But more (plures) by a myſtical interprets 
tion here underſtand the Trinity itſelf, becauſe 
as they alledge] it wholly bears teſtimony to 
« Chriſt: the water ſignifying the Father, be- 
* cauſe he ſays of himſelf, The living waters have 
* forſaken me their fountain ; the blood ſhewing 
* Chriſt, as by the blood of his paſſion ; and the 
* [expreſſion] ſpirit manifeſting the Holy Spi- 
« rit.” (w) 


Theſe are the words of Eucherius in the Que 
tiones, which are very different from thoſe of Dr. 
Benſon. It is hardly needful to add that their true 
meaning is—Some per/ons interpret the eighth verſe 
of baptiſm, martyrdom, and the foul or life ; more 
{or a greater number of perſons] of the Trinity 
myſtically ; but 1 myſelf interpret it as a proof that 
Chrift had aſſumed our human nature, when be 4 


upon the croſs. 


If we now at length apply to Facundus the facts 


which have been aſcertained of Eucherius, the 


following 


(w) Evcnern "WOO Ed. Froben. A. D. 1531, p. 281, 
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following deductions will reſult from the com- 
pariſon. 


1. It was proved that Facundus read the eighth 
verſe with the clauſule, in terra, and it was in- 
ferred from thence that his bible muſt contain 
the ſeventh verſe likewiſe ;—-It is now proved that 
Eucherius alſo read the eighth verſe with the ſame 
clauſule, in terra, and that his bible di contain 
the ſeventh verſe, 


2. If the eleventh ſection of the Formulz had 
periſhed in any part of that long ſeries of thirteen 
hundred years, which has faithfully conveyed it 
down to us, Eucherius would have now ſtood be- 
fore us in a ſituation exactly ſimilar to that of 
Facundus. That part of Encherius' works ſo loſt, 
we ſhould have been at liberty to imagine, but 
not enabled to prove, that he had ever actually. 
quoted the ſeventh verſe. The inference is allow- 
able, at leaſt, that we might find a like quotation 
of the ſeventh verſe by Facundus, if we were in 
poſſeſſion of thoſe parts of his works which are 


now loſt, 


For theſe reaſons, and for others which will be 
immediately ſubjoined, Facundus, even if it ſhould 
I 3 be 
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be granted that he has not quoted this verſe (which 
is more than ought to be granted unleſs we were 
in poſſeſſion of all his works) could not be igno- 
rant of its exiſtence in this Epiſtle of St. John, 
The public appeal to its teſtimony, which was 
made in the country of Facundus, by nearly four 
hundred Biſhops at once, in the famous (x) Con- 
vention of Huneric ; made at Carthage, the Metro- 
polis of that country; made in oppoſition to the 
Arians of that age, who were ſupported by the 
reigning Prince of that country ; made in the life- 
time, in the manhood of Facundus (for it hap- 
pened but a few years before his advancement 
to the Biſhopric of Hermiane)—all theſe circum- 
ſtances render it impoſſible to ſuppoſe that this 
Verſe was not found in the Bible of Facundus, 
as well as in that of Cyprian : although he per- 
haps may not, like Cyprian, have particulariſed it 
by a direct quotation. 


VII. © Fulgentius, who was contemporary 
with Facundus, has been thought to repreſent 
Cyprian as quoting the words from St. Jobn.“ 


Theſe, which follow, are the words of Fulgen- 
tins, where he ſpeaks of Cyprian and this Verſe con- 
Jointly, 

()] Sce pages 57—6o of theſe Letters. 
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jointly. * The blefſed Apoſtle St. i teſtifies, 


that here are three which bear record in Heaven, 


* the Father, the Word, and the Spirit, and theſe - 


cc 


three are one. Wulle alfo the moſt holy Mar- 
tyr, Cyprian, declares in his Epiſtle De Unitate 
Lecleſiæ; wherein, to demonſtrate that there 
ought to be, an unity in the Church as there 1s 
in the Godhead, he has brought the FoLLOow- 
* ING PROOFS directly from SCRIPTURE : The 
Lord ſays, I and my Father are one; and AGAIN 
IT 18 WRITTEN of the Father, Son, and Holy 
* Spirit, And theſe three are one.“ ( 


6 * 
cc 


cc 


cc 


cc 


; 


Thus Fulgentius has not only been thought to 
repreſent, but has moſt clearly repreſented, Cyprian 
as quoting the Verſe in queſtion. And, not con- 
tented with this, he has done more ;-—he has quoted 
the Verſe himſelf, in the moſt explicit and unmyſ- 
tical terms, 

But this, it ſeems, cannot be; becauſe Ful- 
gentius uſes the word | conjitetur] confeſſes. For, 

14 as 


(y) This quotation has been before ſtated in page 36 of theſe Let- 
ters. The repetition of it in this place, however, will bg pardoned. 


t cannot be doubted that Fulgentius read this verſe in the Greet 


188, as well as in his own Bible; becauſe he was much practiſed, 
and eminently ſkilled in the Greek language. Du Pin, Lond. Edit. 
A. D. 1693, vol. iv. p. 13. 
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as Dr, Benſon further argues concerning Fulgeu- 
ius 


VIII. © He fays [| fo Cyprian confeſſes] Con- 
Nes, what? That theſe very words were in 
the epiſtle of St. Fohn ? What a mighty mat- 
ter was that ; to confeſs what he found in the 
writings of an Apoſtle ! But to confeſs, or ac- 
knowledge, that by the water, the blood, and 
the ſpirit, were meant the Father, the Son, 
and the Holy Spirit, was a very remarkable 

_ confeſſion, And what thoſe who held the ſame 


opinion, would be glad to find ſo eminent a fa- 
ther and martyr confeſſing.” 


If this piece of verbal Criticiſm (ſuch as it is) 
were juſt, it would prove nothing. But it is not 
either claſſically, or theologically juſt. In the for- 
mer ſenſe the verb, confiteor, may be rendered to 
declare, to ſhew, to profeſs, as well as to confeſs. 
And it has been thus applied by good writers, 
And theologically, it is the technical expreſſion for 
a full and ſolemn declaration of Chriſtian belief: 
from whence we have adopted the common phraſe, 
in our own language, of a Confeſſion of faith. A 


few inſtances will ſuffice to prove the truth of this 
obſervation, 


And 
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And gl, from Facundus, the contemporary of 
Fulgentius, 


«* We declare our belief [confitemur] in our Lord 
* Jeſus Chriſt, the only-begotten Son of God.“ 


„The confeſſion of your faith | confefſionem] 
agreeing with the definitions of the council of 
* Chalchedon, I have always approved and de- 
* fended againſt the objections of many.” 


We declare our belief [confitemur] of the 
Father as a compleat [or diſtin] perſon, and 


* in like manner of the Son, and of the Holy 
* Ghoſt.” (2) 


Next from Fulgentins himſelf, 


* Adhering to the rule of the Apoſtolic faith, 
* we declare our belief | fatemur] in the perfect 
** cp-eternal Son of the perfect and eternal Father, 
* begotten without a beginning, equal in nature, 
and not inferior in power. And we alſo declare 
our belief [ fatemur}] in the Holy G that he 
is no other than God.“ 
„The 


(z) Bibl. Max. Patr. Vol. x. paſſim. 
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* The Trinity itſelf, which is the one gracioug 
and true God, hath likewiſe taught us by a. 
* the prophet, that we ought thus to believe and 
4 declare our belief [credere et confiteri] the Se- 
* raphim crying to each other thrice, Holy, Haly, 
Holy, and yet once [only] ſubjoining Lord God 
of Hoſts.” (a) 


Again, from the four hundred Biſhops who at- 


tended the Convention of Huneric. 


* That the Father, the Son, and the Holy Ghoſt 


ſubſiſt each in his own proper and diſtinct per- 
* fon, we declare to be our belief by this faithful 


* confeſſion of it | fideli confefſione fateamur.] 


Another example, from Phebadins, ſhall con- 
clude theſe extracts. 


* 'That rule is therefore to be maintained which 
“ declares | confitetur}] the Son to be in the Father, 
* and the Father in the Son.” (5) 


IX. e 


(a) Bibl. Max. Patr. Vol. ix. p. 41, and Appendix No. xx. 
(5) Appendix, No, xxxi, and xxvi. 
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ILE you will ſay) but interpreting 
is one thing; and ſaying, So it is eoritten, is 
quite a different thing.” 


It has been already not only /aid but, as I 
truſt, PROVED, that ſaying So it is written, Is, 
in ſerious truth, quite a different thing from in- 
lerpretiug; and was meant ſo to be by Cyprian 
himſelf in the caſe now before us. And the argu- 
ment will, perhaps, acquire additional ſtrength by 
ſhewing that Cyprian has, in other paſſages of his 
works, frequently quoted Scripture without ufing 
any other. prefatory words, to introduce ſuch quo- 
tations, than the phraſe [If 10 written] which is 
now under conſideration, 


* Becauſe it is written, He who endureth to 
the end ſhall be ſaved.” (c) [De habitu Virginum, 


p. 93+] 


Since it 7s written, All things are lawful, 
but all things are not (4) . [ Ibid. 
p. 96.] 


* Since 


'c) A literal quotation from Matthew x: 22. 
4) 1 Cor. vi: 12. 
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Since it is ritten, Remember from whence 
thou art fallen, and le) . [De Lapfer, p. 
129. ] 


« As it is wwritten, A man's heart deviſeth his 
way, but the Lord directeth his ſteps.” / ) [De 
zelo, p. 228.] 


« As it is ritten, am I a God at hand, and not 
a God afar off? If a man ſhall hide himſelf in 
ſecret places, ſhall not I ſee him? Do not I fill 
heaven and (g) earth — AND AGAIN ; The eyes 
of the Lord are in every place, beholding the evil 
and the (5) 1 [De Oratione Daminica, p. 


140. 


« Since it it written, The Lord will not fuffer 
the foul of the righteous (i) to famiſh, Anp 
AGAIN : I have been young, and now am old; 
yet have I not ſeen the righteous forſaken, nor his 


ſeed begging (4) bread.” | Ibid. p. 148.] 
The 


(e) Rev. ii: 5. 

J) Prov. xvi: 9, 

(e) Jerem. xXxlil; 23, 24. 

(b) Prov, xv: 3. 

i] Prov. x: 3. 

(4) P/alm xxxvii: 25. (Bible Tranſtation,) 


D R. BENSON. 125 


The number of theſe examples might, if neceiſ- 
fary, be much increaſed. The two laſt are pecu- 
liarly appoſite ; being inſtances of two ſucceſſive 
quotations, coupled together by the very ſame link 
[And again] which joins the two quotations in the 
paſſage now under conſideration. 


X. ©. Cyprian has, in other inflances, quoted 
Scripture more by his ſenſe of it, than by re- 
peating the words of the text. Thus inſtead 
of, Lead us not into temptation, he quotes tt, 
Suffer us not to be led into temptation. And 
; Rev. xix. 10. Worſhip thou the Lord Feſus, 
inſtead of Worſhip thou God.—Which were not 
different readings ; but Cyprian's own interpre- 
tations.” 


There is reaſon to believe, that the former of 
tieſe inſtances did not fall from the pen of Cyp- 
rian, It certainly is not the only, and it may 
not be the genuine, reading of this paſſage.— 
Lead us not into temptation, are the words of the 
Arundelian MS, of thoſe from Pembroke College 
Cambridge, from York, from Lincoln College Ox- 
ford, of one belonging to the famous Voſſius, and 
of two others from the Bodleian Library; and the 

ſentence 
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ſentence ſtands thus alſo in the Collations of the 
Monaſtery of St. Victor at Paris. 


As to the latter inſtance, it is moſt probably a 
different reading. The old Valic Verſion was the 
Bible of Cyprian, and the public Bible of the age 
in which he lived. The Verſion of Jerome was 
not made until nearly two hundred years after the 
death of Cyprian; and it was at leaſt (/) four bun- 
dared years after his death, before that Verfion took 
place of the 7talic, in the public Churches as well 
as in the Libraries of the learned : which indeed 
"it has done ſo compleatly, that there is not a ſingle 
MS of the old /alic Verſion now certainly known 
(m) to exiſt | in the world. 


What then, Sir, ſhall hinder us from concluding 
that the Verſion, from whence Cyprian drew his 
quotations, 


() This part of the ſubje& will be conſidered more at large in ob- 
jection xlv. of Dr. Benſon. 

(m) Michaelis ſeems to wiſh the learned to believe that the text of 
the Ol Italic is annexed to the Boernerian, and Claromantane MSS: 
and that Martianay has already publiſhed the Goſpel of St. Matthew, 
and the Epiſtle of St. James from that Verſion. But his own exprel- 
ſions — A Latin Verfion, which is THOUGHT to be the Ntalie—a wer) 
ancient Latin Verfion—wwhich Martianay cauſed to be printed from tw 
very ancient MS- are the uncertain language of a perſon wavering, 
and diſtruftful of his own concluſions. ( Intred. Led. Sect. 24, 26, 
and 61.) 


WS 


) 


f 
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yuotations, was the old Talic, and that it read the 
words now in queſtion as Cyprian has quoted 
them ? It has not been ſufficiently attended to by 
Dr. Benſon, and by other writers of modern times, 
who have, ſometimes at leaſt, too haftily accuſed 
Cyprian, and other very ancient Latin Fathers, of 
quoting looſely, and of giving interpretations in- 
ſtead of citations z that thoſe fathers did not quote 
from the preſent Vulgate of the New Teſtament, 
or from any other Exemplar of it which is now 
known to be extant ; but from a Verſion, which 
is now (the quotations which have been made from 
it, and preſerved in other books, only excepted) 


probably loſt. (u.) 


XI. © Why might not he [Cyprian] give 
the ſenſe [of the eighth verſe] in bis own 
words ; and ſay, Of the Father, Son, and Holy 
Spirit it is written, Theſe three are one ?” 

Becauſe 


() The learned will not be diſpleaſed to have tne following paſ- 
lages brought to their recollection. 

Aſirum unde Cyprianus hie legat, Sic currite ut omnes occupetis. 
Q1anquam reae occupat qui afſequitur et antevertit. 

Cyprianus, de Simplicitate prælatorum, trafatu tertio, pro omnia 
ſaffert Jegre omnia diligit. Unde conjicere licet illias codicem habuiſje 
var gceyei, addita litterula derbe crys, 

[Exasx1 Annot, in 1. Cor, ix: 24, et xiii: 7, Edit. Ludg.] 
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Becauſe he would, in ſuch a caſe, have ſaid the 
thing which wat not. It is not written of the 
Father, Son, and Holy Spirit, Theſe three are one, 
in any part of the eighth verſe of this chapter, 
To ſuppoſe that Cyprian would have affirmed a 
thing to be written, which never was written, is 
to ſuppoſe that he would have been guilty of ut- 
tering an intentional falſehood ; a ſuppoſition altos 
gether monſtrous and abominable ! 


XII. © For my own part, I make no doubt 
but that was the fact. 


IxpEED! 


XIII. © The reaſon, why Jerome has been 
appealed to in this point, is, that there is, in 
ſeveral Latin Bibles, a preface to the Catholic 
Epiſtles, which goes under his name.” 


This aſſertion is true in part; but it does not 
contain the whole truth. 'The appeal to the teſti- 
mony of Jerome, in favour of this verſe, is not 
founded on this preface only ; but partly on this 
preface, and partly on his having been the Author 
of that Tranſlation of the Bible which is now 
called 


0 * — — 
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called the Pulgar Latin, or the Vulgate : in which 
Tranſlation this verſe has always had a place. 


XIV. © But ſeveral learned men, and even 
ſome who plead for the genuineneſs of this text, 
have given up that preface, as ſpurious. Their 
reaſons for rejefing it, are ſuch as theſe— 


It is not in Jerome's catalogue of prefaces.” 


Jerome wrote, in the fourteenth year (o) of 
Theodofius, A. D. 392, a Catalogue of the works 
which he had then compoſed. He lived twenty- 
eight years longer, or until A. D. 420; in which 
latter part of his life he compoſed not only this 
preface to the Canonical Epiſtles, but alſo ſeveral 
other ſimilar prefaces, particularly to the grea- 
ter Prophets, as they are commonly called (þ) 
Iaiah, Ezekiel and Feremiab; to the leſſer Pro- 
phets Zechariah, Malachi, Hoſea, Joel, Amos and 
Jonab; to the Acts of the Apoſtles alſo, as it ſeems, 
and to the Epiſtles of St. Paul. | 


It is true, then, that this preface is not inſerted 
in Ferome's Catalogue: but it is not true that it is 


(e) See the Catalogue, Bene each Ry Marton, * Wo. 
Edit, Pariſ. A. D. 1706. - 


(p) Hop, de Bibl. Text. Orig. P · 378. 


7 * 9 
therefore ſpurious. The a0 has no place in 
the Catalogue, not becauſe it was not written by 
Ferome, but becauſe it was written by him Ap TER 
that Catalogue was compoſed. 
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XV. I/ [this preface] is often found in Latin 
M&S, without his Jerome r] name.” 


It is found without his name in ſome Latin MSS, 
But that omiſſion does not prove its ſpuriouſneſs, 
Ferome's preface to the Books of the Chronicles is 
not mentioned as his work, even in his own Apo- 
ogy ; although written by him long before the 
date of that Apology. (, His Preface to the 
Pfalms is without his name in ſeveral ancient MSS, 
particularly in that of Carcaſſonne (r): yet that 
preface is confeſſedly his work. Ferome's preface 
to the book of Eſdras is alſo without his name, 
in one of the moſt ancient MSS in the Royal Li- 
brary at Paris: Yet this Preface is now allowed, 
by all learned 1 to be che work of Jerome. (s) 

Omiſſions 


(e) Im, p. 374. 
_ > #)-Hitroiynii Opera, vol. ti. p. 546. 
( It may not be, improper to 1 here an extract from Mart 
anay on this ſubject. 
G Monaſterii noſtri Montis M. joris apud Arelatem'; Codex emi- 
nentiſſinu Cardinalis de Bonzi, gui extar in ejus bibliotheca Naibonenki ; 
Canon Hebraice weritatis, Carcaſſonnenſis eccle/i@ ; Codex deni us Me- 
naſltrii 


_ So. os ̃ Y,, ended EE 
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Omiſſions of chis kind prove nothing but the 
negligence of haſty tranſcribers. 


XVI. © I [the preface] makes uſe of the 
words canonical epiſtles; whereas Jerome's 
title for them was The Catholic Epiſtles.” 


Ferome's title for them was not the Catholic, but 
the Canonical Epiſtles, which, he gave to them 
in other parts of his works, as well as in the pre- 
face now in queſtion, In his Catalogue of Ecclgſigſti- 
cal Writers (i) Ferome's Latin is Canonice, when 
he ſpeaks of theſe epiſtles. Era/mus indeed was 
offended with Ferome's epithet, and attempted to 
ſubſtitute the word, Catholic, in its place. In- 

K 2 Stead 


nafterii nofiri B. Mariæ Deauratz apud Toloſates : Ir omnibus his ex- 
emplaribus omĩſſum eſt quodcunque nomen auctoris in prefationum in- 
ſcriptione, atque ibi hoc modo legitur: Incipit præfatio de libro Joſue, 
Incipit prologus in libris Regum, Incipit Præfatio in Job [Incipit] pro- 
logus in libris Eſdræ, et ita de ceteris, Nec ſolum illi, ſed et Codices 
Regii, Colbertini ac San-Germanenſes nomen Hieronymi omittunt paſo 
ſim. Regius 1564 fic Danielis prologum inſcribit, Incipit Prologus in 
Daniele propheta. Colbertinus antiqui//imus No. 61, Incipit præfatio 
Jeſu Nave et Judicum. E! in librum Jeremiz, Incipit prologus Hie- 
remiæ prophetæ. San-Germanenſis nofer, No. 15, initio Paralipomenon 
ita legit : Incipit liber Dabre Jamim. Incipit prologus, Si ſeptuaginta. 
Et codex Bibliorum San-Germanenſis, No. 164, deſcriptas retinet præ- 
fationes ſancti Hieronymi abſque ulla epigraphe ſeu inſcriptione”— [Opera 
Hitron. Benedict. Edit. Paris. A. D. 1693.] - 
„% Hizrox Op. per Eraſm. vol, 1. p. 103. Ed. Paris, A. D. 1546- 


fltad of Canonical (ſays he in his Scholia on this 
Catalogue) 7s to be read Catholic, as appears from 
the tranſlation of Sophronius.” Again, ſpeaking of 
St. Fames's Epiſtle, Catholic (he ſays) ought to be 
read inſtead of Canonical, by the authority of So- 
phromus.” And in the ſame Scholia, ang he comes 
to the Epiſtle of St. Jude, he ſays—* Again inſtead 
of Catholic is written Canonical.” And by whom? By 
Ferome himſelf. Such at leaſt muſt have been the 
teſtimony of the MSS of Ferome's works, which 
Eraſmus employed in framing his edition. He 
would have haſtened with the information to his 

readers, had they ſpoken another language. () 
Soßbronius wrote in Greek, and as ſuch could 
not properly tranſlate the Canonicæ of Jerome other- 
wiſe than by the Greek word Kafeaxa:. A Tran 
lator has a right to uſe ſuch phraſes as he judges to 
be the moſt appolite to explain, in his own language, 
the meaning of his Author. But a right to interpret 
the words of an original 1s not a right to take them 
away. And yet Eraſmus had nothing to urge for 
himſelf beyond this fallacious defence: of which how- 
ever, he ſoon became ſo difhdent, perhaps aſhamed, 


that 


(a) Ut /iguet ex Sophronio, are the words of Eraſmus. Ut liquet ex 
A7SS would have been his expreſſions, if his MSS would have 
jullified him in ufing them. 
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that he gave up the very hope of maintaining it by 
applying, himſelf, the epithet of Janne! jo eis 
Epiſtles. (v) 


* | CSS 
. 


In another work he admits this fact without re- 
ſerve. Theſe are his words. Concerning this 
* ſecond Epiſtle of St. Peter, it has been diſputed 
* by whom it was written, Ferome aſcertains this 
point in his Catalogue of illuſtrious Writers in 
te theſe words. Ze [St. Peter] has written two Epiſ- 
« ier, which are ſtiled Canonical [| Canonice 
* NOMINANTUR | but the latter it denied by moſt 
* people to be of his compoſition, becauſe of thediſſonance 
* of ts flile from that "tf his Jones Epi * (=). 


And again, ill more clearly 4 in the cab page 
next following the preceding extract Sr. Jerome 
(ſays he) in his PREFACE TO THE CANONICAL 


EPISTLES ſuſpefts this paſſage to have been cor- 
rupted.” (x) 


Auguſtine, the contemporary and correſpondent 
of Jerome, thus recognizes the ſame expreſſion. 
We cannot deny that Enoch, the ſeventh from 


K 3 © Adam 


(v) 2 Joann. Caxonica—g Joarm. EJUSDEM, 

(wv) Anne. Erxazmt in Now. Teft, A. D. 1522, p. 614. 

(x) p. 616. „ Divus Hieronymus FR&LOQUYKX5 
IN EPISTOLAS CANONICAS" &c, 
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& Adam, has written ſomething divine, becauſe the 
#- Apoſtle Jude has affirmed it in his canonical epiſ- 
“ tle.” (y) 


Vigilius alſo, who lived in the ſame age, uſes 
the following expreſſions in his treatiſe againſt Vari. 
adus the Arian. lt is written in the CANoN1- 
CAL . My little children, this is the laft 
time.” And the quotation is made from the firſt 
Epiſtle of St. John. 


If it ſhall be attempted here to take a diſtinction, 
that, as the authority of ſome of theſe Epiſtles wag 
anciently leſs generally admitted than that of the 
reſt, the epithet of Canonical might be applied with 
propriety to a ſingle Epiſtle of the ſeven, whether 
doubted or undoubted,—let it be replied that, 
whatever may be thought of the quotation from Au. 
guſtine, there can be no difficulty as to the expreſſions 
of Vigilius and Eraſmus. The latter particularly 
gives the epithet in queſtion to three of thoſe Epiſ- 
tles, the authority of which has been the moſt | 
doubted, namely to the ſecond Epiſtle of St, Peter, 


and to the ſecond, and third of St. Jobn. And 
| Vigilius 


(y) De Civitate Dei, Lib. xv. cap. 23. © Scripſiſſe quidem non- 
nulla divina Encch, illum ſeptimum ab Adam, negare non poſſumus 
cum hoc in Erisrora CAxoutca Judas Apoſtolus dicat,” ¶ Aagull. 
Opera, Edit. Paris. A. D. 1680, vol. vii. p. 408.) 
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Vigilius Acces that epithet to ig whole. of ths 
epiſtles, although he quotes only from one of them. 
For had he intended to have made any diſtinc- 
tion, he would have prefaced his quotation, with 
words like theſe it is 2oritten in Y CANONI CA 
Epiſtle of St. John : meaning to diſtinguiſh his firſt 
Epiſtle, which was never doubted, from the other 
two which were not received at firſt TR: tha 
heſitation. sinn as 0 409m 
This argument will derive additional ſtrength 
from an appeal to the authority of / Fwunt- 
lius and Caffiodorius, who lived very near to the 
age of Ferome. Funilius ſales the whole of theſe 
Epiſtles. Canonical, without explanation or-apology, 
as an appellation well known, and long applied to 
them: Which are fliled (ſays he) the Canonical 
Epiſtles of the Apoſtles. # 
Caſſiodoriut, who lived, in the ame age with 
Funilius, applies the ſame epithet to them in 
| the firſt, and ſtill more decidedly in the eighth Book 
of his Inſtitutes. * But when much thought upon-the 
remaining Canonical Epiſtles lay heavy upon me, 
ſuddenly there came to my aſſiſtance, by the bleſſing 
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(z) De Partibus dlvinæ Lexis, Cap. vi. 
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of Providence, a Greek M. 8 of Didymus written 
in ' explanation of the SEVEN CANONICAL Eis 
rens“ (a) 

II 5 a 
Nor was this n of Canonical apples 
to theſe Epiſtles at that time by Jerome, 
Vigilius, Auguſtine, Caſſiodoriut, and Junilius alone, 
but by the whole Latin Church; which is proved 
by the beſt teſtimony poſſible the acknowledge- 
ment of an adverſary. ©*© The Greeks (ſays M. 
Simon) have ſtiled the ſeven Epiſtles, Catholic, be- 
cauſe they were not in general written to particular 
churches: but the MWeftern Churches ſeem (6) 
ESPECIALLY to have affected to give to them the 
epithet of CANONICAL: Parce gu on a donuts de 
quelques unes, fi elles devorent etre miſes au nombre 
des livres e 


XVII. « That preface is prefixed to ſome 
Latin copies of the Catholic epiſiles : in which 
the diſputed text is not inſerted.” 


The ſame adverſary, whom we have already 
quoted in reply to the laſt, ſhall ſingly anſwer this 
objection. This is the fault of tranſcribers 


(fays 


4e) Caſfod. Inſtit. Lib. viii. 
() M. Simon, Hiſt. Crit, du Texte, C. xyũi. 
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(ſays M. Simon, ſpeaking on this ſubject) who. 
being only juſt equal to the taſk of copying the 
MSS, did not conſider the diſagreement which 
there was between the text of their copies, and 
this preface.” (c) 
XVIII, © The preface is not found in ſome 
of the beſt. and moſt ancient MSS of Rene s 
Verſion,” 


For the better elucidation of this part of the ar- 
gument 3 Liſt is ſubjoined of ſome Latin MSS (4) 
containing the ſeven Canonical Epi/tles, which are 
not generally known. You will obſerve, Sir, on 
an attentive peruſal of that part of the Liſt whigh 
relates to the MSS of the Royal Library at Paris, 
that twelve of the moſt ancient of them are of the 
ninth, tenth and eleventh centuries, out of which 
ten contain the Prologue now in queſtion that 
out of fourteen ſuch MSS in the Palatine Library 
at Vienna, thirteen, and out of ten in the Library 


of 


(c) M. Simon, Hitt. Crit, des Vers. C. ix. 

(%) Appendix, No. xxxiii. 

For the correctneſs of the Liſt of the MSS at Pari L am reſponſi- 
ble. They were examined by me in the month of July, 1791. 

For the account of thoſe from Nienna I am indebted to the friendly 
aitentions of M. F, C. Alter, a Profeſſor in the Univerſity therez whom 
I ſhall have occaſion to mention again with gratitude, in ſome of the, 
ſublequent pages of this work, | 
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of Trinity College, Dublin, nine exhibit the Pro- 
logue z—and in fine, that it is omitted by eighteen 
only out of one hundred and ſixty-to MSS of 
the Canonical Epiſtles, which were kept in thoſe 
three Libraries in the year 1791. 


XIX. 7t [the Preface] inſinuates one falſe. 

hood-—that all the Greek copies of the New 

Teſtament had this verſe. Whertas none of 

. them had it. And Ferome, above all men, who 

was ſo converſant in the Greeh copies of the 

- New Teſtament, muſt needs have known this to 
have been @ direct falſehood.” 


It is aftoniſhing to ſee fuch aſſertions advanced 
in direct oppoſition to Ferome's own teſtimony, 
and to the plain and obvious truth of the caſe, 
This Verſe ſtands in Ferome's Teſtament, "Jerome 
ſolemnly aſſures us that he ſettled the text of that 
Teftament by the Greek copies. © Novum Tefta- 
mentum (d) fidei Græcæ reddidi.“ Jerome, 
therefore, is ſo far from knowing that this Verſe 

Was 

%) Page 43 of theſe Letters. 
In his 28th Epiſtle (to Lucinivs) Jerome again makes the fame de- 
glaration. Septuaginta Interpretum editionem et te habere non 
dubito, et ante annos plurimos diligentiſſime emendatam, ſtudioſis tra- 


didi: Nowum Grece reddidi audoritati.” Edit. Eraſm. Paris. A. D. 
| 1546, 
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was in none of the Greet MSS, that he has, upon 
the authority of - thoſe very MSS, inſerted the 
Verſe in his own n 


XX. “ Nor bar any of the genuine works 
of the Greek fathers once mentioned it” —| viz. 
the Verſe 1 Jobn v: 7.] 


If this aſſertion were true, it would not be con- 
cluſive againſt the originality of this preface. But it 
is not true; as hath been already ſhewn by ſeveral 
(e) inſtances, taken from ſuch parts of the works of 
thoſe fathers, as have ſurvived to the Dn times, 


It will be e here to eombat certain 
objections which have been brought againſt 
the admiſſibility of ſome, and the authenti- 
city of ſome other, portions of the Greek evi- 

dence. 


1546, Vol. i. p. (71, as ermoneouſiy marked in the volume, but really 
page) 66, 

And again, „ Sicut autem in Novo Teſtamento, fi quando apud 
Latinos quæſtio exoritur, et eſt inter exemplaria varietas, recurrimus ad | 
fontem Ge ne ſermonis, quo novum ſcriptum eſt inſtrumentum : ita in, 
Veteri Teſtamento, fi quando inter Grecos Latine/que diyerſitas eſt, ad 
Hebraicam recurrimus veritatem, (Hizron. Sunie et Fretelæ, vol, 
UW. p. 26.) | 

(e) Pages 19, 20, 26—28, 32, 33, 48—52, 55 (to which may 
be added without any great impropriety) 61=63, and 66, 
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dence herein before adduced to this hy of * 
ſubject. 


1. As to Euthymius Zygabenus, it has been aſ- 
ſumed, in a preceding (/) letter, that theſe expreſ- 
ſions, which follow, are a quotation from the paſ- 
ſage of St. John now in diſpute, AND [zbeſe] 
THREE ARE ONE La. ra r .] It is admitted 
by the opponents of this Verſe, that if this be a 
quotation from Scripture, it is taken from 1 John 
v: 7. But it is further contended, that Euthymiuc 
has cloſely connected this phraſe with another, 
* AND BOTH ONE, and that as the latter of theſe 
phraſes is not taken from Scripture, ſo neither is 
the former. I admit that the two expreſſions 
ſtand in two ſentences, one of which follows the 
other; but I deny that the connection between 
them is ſuch, that if the latter of them is not a 
{criptural phraſe, ſo neither of neceſſity is the for- 
mer. The diſcourſe from whence they are taken 
is, in the portion of it at leaſt extracted by Faul. 
Fyus, purely didaftic, And he who teaches is not 
tied down to draw his materials for teaching from 
one ſource alone. Accordingly we find our pre- 
ſent inſtructor calling in to his aid the words not 

only 


{/) Letter II, pages 26 — 23. 
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only of St. Fobn, an Apoſtle of Chrift, but of 
Gregory Navianzen, a Chriſtian Biſhop, and of 
Ariftotle, a Heathen Philoſopher. For thus he 
proceeds in his inſtructions. As [the word} 


(e 


cc 


(e 


cc 


ONE is of the number of thoſe which are va- 
riouſly applied (for we ſay one either in num- 
ber, as for inſtance Peter: or in ſpecies, as man: 
or in genus, as animal) ſo likewiſe is [the word] 
two, For we ſay two in number, as Peter and 
Paul: in ſpecies, as man and horſe : and in ge- 
nus, as eſſence and color. When therefore we 
ſpeak of o in Chriſt, we mean not two in 
number, becauſe in perſon he is one only, but 
two in ſpecies, that is in nature, which in him 


is dual, For Gregory the Divine ſays that both 


are one, not by nature but by conjunction. 
And Aritotle affirms that matter and form are 
one in number, but two in ſpecies. This argu- 


ment of duality ought to be uſed againſt thoſe 


who grant that many individuals may be found 
of one ſpecies : but contend that two ſpecies can 


neither be found, nor [properly] ſpoken of in 
one individual.” 


It may be inſiſted upon, with much more rea- 


ſon, that the firſt of theſe quotations zs from Lu- 


cian, 
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cian (g) becauſe it is followed by one from Arifo. 
He, than that it is not a quotation from St. John 
becauſe it is ſucceeded by another from Gregory 
Nazianzen. 


With reſpect to the Ter gobyſto Edition of Euthy- 
mus, Which ſets forth the teſtimony of the /ix wit- 
neſſes, Matthei (Y) wiſhes to detract from the force 
of its teſtimony, by remarking that its editor, Me- 
trophanes, has not mentioned from what MS [or 
MSS] he prepared his edition. Matibæi ought not 
to have laid much ſtreſs on this objection, recollect- 
ing the anſwer which he had before received from 
Eugenius (i) on a ſimilar and groundleſs ſuſpicion ; 
Tou may aſſure yourſelf beyond all doubt that I 
found this paſſage in the MS.” 


2. As to the dialogue aſcribed to Athanaſius, ( 
in which he and Arius are the aſſumed interlocu- 


tors, the time when, as well as the perſon by 
whom, 


(g) Puirorara.— ex Tpiwy,---£; ever Tein" x. r. A, There 
are not ſufficient grounds for the pretence that this dialogue was not 
written by Lucian. And Eugenius, in particular, whoſe name has been 
made uſe of for this purpoſe, gives no ſupport to it. Matibæi Prefat. 
P. Iviii. | | 

(4) Matthzi, p. 143. 

(i) Page 19 of theſe letters, 

(k) Page 32. 


DR. BNS Ox. 143 


whom it was. written, have long been matters of 
debate among the learned. Bengelius (among 
other critics) wiſhes. to fix both theſe diſputed 
points by imputing this dialogue to Maximus in 
the ſeventh century: whoſe. judgment has been 
already received with reſpect (/) although not 
without heſitation. The internal evidence of the 
treatiſe itſelf, indeed, ſeems to. juſtify Bengelius in 
refuſing to aſcribe it to Athanaſius. But the ſame 
internal evidence (were the | queſtion worth the 
trouble of debating. it) goes very far to give to 
this. dialogue a higher antiquity than the ſeventh 
century, and conſequently another author than 


Maximus. 


It has been urged, in. anſwer to the evidence 
furniſhed by this treatiſe, that its author has uſed 
ſcriptural arguments, in favor of the doQtrine of the 
Trinity, which do not prove the point for which 
he contends. The aſſertion, Sir, will not be diſ- 
puted. The great queſtion which is at iflue in 

theſe 


(/) Page 32: The exact words of the paſſage here ſubjoined.— 
Ti de xa ro rug aQtoews TWwy OX pTIOY TApexTiNgGn, x Crore 
Ou X&k AYIA; IHOV AzTEOv, * X@pis 20516 o 75 Sg 5 
rn EPavuy, 2X ü rn reha oοαπνNꝭEi didorai 10g MISOKS 5 
ros ds vureig MAC, Toavns e ααννe. x0 0 v OV EO» 


[AT#an. Op, Ed. Paris. A. D. 1698, Vol. ii. p. 229-] 
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' theſe Letters is not whether certain ancient authors 
have taken their quotations from Scripture judi- 
ciouſly or injudiciouſly in general, but whether 
they have at all cited this verſe of St. John in par- 
ticular. The author of this dialogue has quoted 
this verſe; and he has moreover quoted it moſt 
appoſitely and judiciouſly, by cauſing it to follow, 
in his argument, a reference to the baptiſmal inſti. 
tution. Is not baptiſmm—adminiftered—-in the thrice- 
bleſſed name | of the Father, the Son, and the Holy 
Ghoſt]? To which he immediately adds, And 
St. John sArs moreover, AND THESE THREE ARE 
ONE, 


But it has been alſo aſſerted that the quotation, 
now under conſideration, does not ſet forth the 
exact words of the ſeventh verſe. The learned 
reader will obſerve that the word rs: is left out be- 
fore oi reac, and therefore that the tranſlation of 
this paſſage ought, in ſtrictneſs, to run thus, And 
the [inſtead of theſe] three are one. But this is a 
trifling difference, and ought to be placed to the 
error of the copyiſt. 


It has been ſtill further affirmed, that the words 
of this quotation much more nearly reſemble the 


eighth, than the ſeventh verſe; the alledged reaſon 


for 
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for which is, that the propoſition ac was ablorbed 
by the preceding letters, and loſt out of the Greek 
MSS from which the Latin Verſion was made. 
It is difficult to annex any clear meaning to the 
latter part of this objeQtion. | But it is eaſy to 
ſhew that the paſſage in the Dialogue, and the final 
clauſule of the eighth verſe, have not the reſem- 
blance which is aſſumed by the objection. For 
the Greek MSS of the New Teſtament univerſally 
(n) thus read that clauſule of the eigbib verſe, 
ei Tons es 70 9.60, But the words of the Dialogue 
are oi reg tv (unt ac re er) ac, which are preciſely the 
expreſſions of the /euenth verſe in the Greek MS8 
of Robert Stephens, in the Dublin MS, in the Cor 
dex Britannicas; in the MSS of the Greek Fathers 
who attended the Lateran Council; and, in ſhort, 
in all the Greek Mess of the New. Teſtament, 
which exhibit the paſſage, except the Ms of Ber+ 
lin, and the MS (or MSS) preferred by the Complu- 
tenſran Editors. And if theſe laſt- mentioned 88 
ſhould be allowed to have any weight in the deter- 
mination of this queſtion, they would ſpeak ſtill 
more decidedly againſt the objection. For they 
I«i. would 


n) Two MSS at Vienna (for the MS at the Royal Library at Paris, 
No. 60, herein after mentioned, errs through the fault of the copyiſt) 
are the only known exceptions to this general rule, 


1346 n Ens on. 


old turn it againſt the objector, the words of 
mW verſe being, in m_ 0 08 70 ws ac. 
— Nea gots ie 

815 Jy 18 true, indeed, that the MS now marked No. 
60. in the Royal Library (1) at Paris reads the 
final clauſule of the eighth verſe og r0/ , 
thus abſorbiig, by the miſtake of the copyiſt, the 
prepoſition at in the adjective ge which immedi- 
ately precedes it. But it is not true that the words 
of this Ms are the preciſe words quoted in this 
Dialogue. For the MS' leaves the article 2 unab- 
forbed, reading the clauſule thus tal ei 7px TOs 
den. And even this is a ſingle, ſolitary miſtake, 
It is not gregarious. It cannot find a companion 
even in Werſtein, Grigſbach, or Mattbæi. The 
Alexaridrine MS will not affociate with it. The 
Royal Library at Paris did not produce another 
inſtance 1 in 1791. 


Thus the Greek MSS of the New Teſtament 
will not confeſs this alledged reſemblance. Nor 
do the printed Editions of the works of Athanaſius 
ſeem to be in any reſpect more compliant. The 
Paris Edition of A. D. 1627 reads 6: Tees tu £40W 
as e as its N che Benedickine Edi- 

tion 


() This MS was formerly Boiſtall. 871 —and afterwards Riu 
1886. It does not pretend to have been one of Robert Stephens's MS5S. 
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tion of A. D. 1698 already cited. So that if there 
be a ſingle (o) Edition of the works of this Father 
in which this paſſage of the Dialogue is read „ 
recs TO & eic, (which, after all, would not eſtabliſn 
the objection, or the ſuppoſed doctrine of abſorp- 
tion on which it profeſſes to ſtand) it may be cer- 
tainly pronounced beforehand not to have been 
framed from a number of MSS collated together, 
like the Benedictine Edition which has juſt been 
quoted, but from ſome one haſty copy of ſome 
one haſty and erroneous ſcribe: ſuch as we have 


had occaſion, in other inſtances, frequently to note 
in the courle of this work. 


Let it be briefly added, on is head, that if the 
author of this Dialogue had intended to refer to 
the eighth verſe of this paſſage, he would nat have 
uſed this expreſſion, o IG pzoxe:, St, John SAYS ; 
becauſe (as hath been already (þ) remarked as to 


Cyprian) St. Fohn hath not $A1D ſo in the eighth 
verſe. 


L 2 To 


(o) I bave not ſeen the Edition ( Aug. Vinde.) of A. D. 1601, _ 
The negligence of Cyril, or rather of his copyiſts, has beep very 
great in the quotation of this clauſule. Grie/dach does not wiſh to 
miſlead by general expreſſions, but honeſtly confeſſes —* gy Cyr. a/i- 
eubi—To ty Cyr. alibi —ſed habet etiam £45 To y. [N. Teſt. p. 236.] 
7) Pages 103, and 128. 
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III. To auch the foree of the concluſion drawn 


8 b the Syuopfir of the ſirſt Epiſtle of St. John, 
the adverſaries of this verſe have t the _ 


tion in three ways: 


1. That this Ge ae med or con- 
hiſtency in it. ſo chat the place of any doubtful text 


in the Synopfes will not determine 1 its correſponding 
laden in the Epil FE: Rt TW 


9. That the verks n is not referred 
to in that part of this Synop/is which is ſuppoſed to 
relate to it, but another paſſage of that e. 
US, 1 1 ii: 22, and 23. And | 


Ys "That this chro e was not written by Ale 
ni n. 


1. As to the firſt of theſe objections, —it is not 
neceſſary that a work like this ſhould follow its 
original ſervilely, or even ſtrictly verſe by verſe. 
The objection therefore, if true in itſelf, would 
prove nothing. But it is not true. The Synopſis 
hath done its duty, it hath method and conſiſtency 
enough, if it have given a compendious ſummary 
of the ſcope and ſubject of the work to which it 


Tefers, w ithout materially diſturbing the arrange 
ment 
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ment of its parts. And this office. hath been well 
diſcharged by the breviate now in queſtion. The 
{ſkilful and the candid will perceive this on an at- 
tentive inveſtigation of the whole of this Synaopſis, 
) ſeparating thoſe portions of it which ate plainly 
referential, from thoſe which are merely explana- 
n. or commentarious. 


2. The ſecond of theſe objections will not re- 
quire much diſcuſſion. The words of the Synopfes 
in this diſputed paſſage are He | St. Fohn] alſo 
teaches the UNITY (cvornre ) of the Son with the Fa- 
ther, But what are the words of 1 Joh 11: 22 
and 23, the verſes which are thus placed in com- 
petition with 1 Job V: 7? He is Antichrift 40þo 
denieth the Father and the Son: Whofaever denieth 
the Son, the ſame hath not the Father.” Undoubt- 
edly, whoſoever denieth the words of God, as ſet 
forth in the oracles of his will, whether as to the 
pre- exiſtence or divinity of the Son, or as to ANY 

L 3 OTHER 

2) Appendix, No. xxxiv. Where this Lad as to the Epiſtle of 
St, John, is ſtated at large. 

The whole Synop/es is a breviate or ſummary of the whole Epiſtle 
of St. John, as that part of it which has been before cited (p. 51 of 
theſe letters) is a ſummary or breviate of that part of the Epiſtle; 
which is aww portioned ont in the fourth and fifth chapters. The 
learned reader knows that the preſent diviſion of chapters took place 


long after the age of Athanaſius. The diſtinction of werſer was intro» 
duced in the ſixteenth century by Robert Stephens, | 
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OTHER/article.of revealed truth, the ſame [perſon, 
this impugner, and denier] hath not the Father, in 
any ſpiritual ſenſe, becauſe he reſiſts his words and 
rejects his teſtimony, and therefore is as Antichriſt, 
denying both he Father and the Son, the Father as 
to his teſtimony, and the Son as to his divinity, 
For this is the record which God hath given of bis 
Son. But where ſhall we find the UNIT, the 
evornra, of the Son with the Father in this paſlage ? 
No where. We may, with perhaps equal wiſdom, 
ſeek for it in the laſt verſe, Zitle children, keep 
.yourſelves from idols : and with nearly the ſame pro- 
priety in any other" (it ſcarcely matters what) part 
of the Epiſtle. Whatever may be conjectured as 
to. the omiſſion of the Holy Ghoſt in this paſlage 
of our preſent copy of this Synop/ir, whether it 
was originally written nal T1 evornra ds T2 vis [_xa4 T8 
ru u.] r ro maTtee Jaxvuri---and the ſub- 
ſequent copyiſt chanced to drop the words incloſed 
within the brackets, being miſled in his rapid 
glances by /imilar endings, (r) or whether the ori- 
ginal writer thought fit to ſtate the unity of the 
_. 


(r) Paſſing over others, M. F. C. Alter has pointed out, in the Notes 
on his New Teftament, many inſtances of paſſages in his MSS, where 
copy iſts have been thus miſled by fmilar endings. [Varia Ledtionts, 
paſſin } 

This part of the ſubject will ſoon be reſumed in our conſideration 
of Greg. Nazianzen, 
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Son only with the Father, hecauſe that / unity "was: 
the chief ſubje& of contention in the days of 
Arius, it is not in our power to determine. But 
this we may determine, —that the words of the 
Synopfir, now under conſideration, where the Apo- 
ſtle is declared to teach the unity of the Son with: 
the Father, muſt be taken to refer to the verſe 
1 Jobn v: 7, becauſe that unity is not taught in 
any other part of that Epiſtle. e 

3. The third of theſe objections inſiſts that this. 
Synopſis war not written by Athanaſius, - Dr. Mill, 
it muſt be acknowledged, thinks it to have been 
the work of Euthalius; and M. Grigſbach takes it 
from both Athanaſius and Enthalius, and gives it 
to Elias Crelenſis, although he ſtates no authority 
either for the gift or the abreption. Hody (s) is 
more candid than Grigſbach, ſaying of the author 
of this Synopfir—if he were not Athanaſius, be 
was. at leaſt a very ancient writer. And Dr. Cave 
(:) ſpeaks to the ſame purpoſe. But Du Pin (u) 
and, what is ſtill more convincing, two of the moſt 
learned adverſaries of this verſe, Simon (v) and 


L 4 Meiſtein 


(:) De Bibl. Text. Original, p. zog. Qui, fi non fuit Athanaſius, 
vetuſliſimus tamen fuit.” 

% Hiſt. Lit. Edit. A. D. 1688, p. 146. 

) Artic, Athanaſius. | | | 2 

(v) Int. al, Hift. Crit. du Texte, C. xiii, xiy ef xi. 


ö 
| 
_— 
| 
| 
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2 (@) admit, without reſerve, this peu 
to * been ae work of hedges: 4, 


We n addy reſt che cauſe on b will 
miſſions, could we not adduce to this point ſtill 
better evidence than the ſuffrages even of Simon 
and Werſtein, which is—the authority of Athanaſius 
Himſelf, In his Apology to the Emperor Conftan- 
tius he thus replies to one of the accuſations which 
his enemies had brought againſt him, the charge 
of having held a ſecret correſpondence with the Em- 


. perot Cynſtant, the late brother and rival of Conflan- 


tins. © 1 did not write to your brother [ſays he} 
© except at the time when the Euſebians accuſed 
“ me before him, and I found myſelf under the 
* neceflity of tranſmitting my defence to him 
from Alexandria, where I then was: and [ex- 
* cept on another occaſion] when having received 
“ his commands to compoſe little fables | nueria] of 
* the Scriptures, J finiſhed, and ſent them to 


him.“ (ﬆ) 


(ee) Is Apocahpfin, N. T. Vol. 1; p. 744, et al. paſſim. 

(*] To ade os o eyta ba, n jx0vov ore 04 Terps Euer 
typaar avrw r ts, Ka ava yin £00 tri wy th Th AA 
avdeac anooynoughain xa orf rux Ti Twy News YEaAQUI HENS. 
car abr jo KATATKEUET Al, TRUTH es aN. Xen 
vag amonoyujatyoy hf zAndevew Tn en hte. [4pol, Arnax. 
ad Imp. Conſtantium, Edit. Paris. A. D. 1698.) n 
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That che tablets: of the 8 thus men- 
tioned by Athanaſius, formed the Synopſit now 


under conſideration, there can be little reaſon to 
doubt. A fact of this nature, over which time 
has rolled its darkening tide for more than fifteen. 
hundred years, ſweeping away ſome of its proofs 
and obſcuring the reſt, is rarely to be ſhewn with 

evidence ſo clear as this. 


It muſt not, however, be concealed that Cardi- 
nal Perron, the Bencdictine Editors of Athanaſius, 
and others of the Romiſb Church have, for a rea- 
ſon which will hereafter appear, ſtrenuouſly en- 
deavoured to invalidate this concluſion. Their ar- 
guments are as follows. 


They contend, in the firſt place, that the rw 
Pero Yeapuv MEANT the whole Bible, and that by TUXTIE 
is to be underſtood. its being bound, or made up, 
into many ſmall volumes: and that this was the 
commiſhon in which the Emperor had employed 
Athanaſius. But what reaſonable ground of pro- 
bability can there be for ſuppoſing Conſtans to have 
employed Athanaſius in this manner ? If he only 
required (and the argument reſts on that ſingle 
point) a new Bible to be copied out for his uſe in 
{mall parcels, or divided into ſmall rolls or tablets, 


* 7 
+ PR 
id : ) 
< 
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for convenience, it is moſt natural to ſuppoſe that 
he would have given orders to his librarian, or to 
his ſecretary for that purpoſe, and not to Athana- 
fius. An imperial command [xawcarr©-] to Athana- 
fur to WRITE a book, or books, and eſpecially on 
the Scriptures, is conſonant to probability, and to 
the common courle of human proceedings. It is 
more eſpecially probable that Conſtant would make 
ſuch a requiſition to Athanaſius, becauſe he had 
then been for a long ſeaſon deſtitute of his perſonal 
inſtructions. A Bible, compacted together in more 
or fewer volumes, Con/lans, at that time, could 
have procured in almoſt any part of Jtaly, or 
the Weltern Empire: but a Synopfes, tablets of the 
Scripture, of the compoſition of Athanaſius, he 
could obtain from no one but  thanaſius himſelf, 
Any other conſtruction of this paſſage of the 
Apology is incompatible with belief, becauſe it is 
inconſiſtent with common ſenſe. | 


The Benedifine Editors further alledge that the 
word cura ſignifies volumes. And they bring 
ſeveral examples from Gregory Nazianzen in ( 
ſupport of the allegation. But it by no means fol- 
tows that all theſe were (what they mult be to 


give 


G Epi. ad Philagr, Vol 1. p. 827, ad Theod. Thyanens. p. 843= 
4 Adamant. p. 896. 


®b 
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give any ſupport to the argument) whole and en- 
tire works, A part of them evidently look the 
other way. But granting, for the ſake of argu- 
ment, that Gregory Nazianzen, nay even that 
Athanaſius himſelf, uſed the word Twas in the 
ſenſe of books in general, without regard to their 
- ſize, their nature, or their contents, — yet {till the 
ruxria of this paſſage may nevertheleſs mean the 
Synop/i, The two aſſumptions are very reconcile- 
able with each other; and the fair preſumption, 
the probability, the reaſon of the caſe is ſtill as 
ſtrong againſt theſe Editors as before. 


The plain truth is, that theſe Benedictine Editors, 
together with all other zealous adherents to the 
Church of Rome, have wiſhed this Synopfes to be 
imputed to almoſt any other author than Athanaſus. 
The Council of Trent decreed the books of Tobit, 
Judith, Wiſdom, Ecclęſigſticus, and Baruch (8) to be 
canonical : and the Bull of Pope Pius IV. (A. D. 
1564) anathematiſed all thoſe who did not receive 
that decree without heſitation. Whereas on the 
contrary, the Church of England, and other re- 
formed Churches, have properly placed thoſe books 

among 


E) The Council did not loſe much time in making nice diftine- 
tions, It decreed /ibros ipſes integros cum omnibus ſuis partibus to be 
canonical, | 
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among the Apocryphal writings; and in fo doing 
they are moſt» ſtrongly ſupported by the author of 
this Synop/fic. For, after having enumerated the 
Canonical Books, he thus proceeds. Beſide 
theſe, there yet remain other books of the Old Tejla- 
ment | which are] not Canonical—-namely the Wiſ⸗ 
dom of Solomon, the Wiſdont of Jeſus the ſon of 
Sirach, the books of Eſther, Judith, and Tobit.“ (a) 


This circumſtance greatly embarraſſed the Romiſb 
Church in its ſubſequent diſputes with the Proteſt- 
ants, who well knew how to derive advantage 
from the name of Athanaſius. The Popiſh writers 
found themſelves in a vexatious dilemma. To be 
preſſed with the authority of Athanaſius was griev- 
ous. To abandon the decree of the Council and 
the anathema of the Pope, was impoſſible. There 
was no method left but to attempt to elude an 

enemy. 


(e] Exrog de Telwy £101 ra tr Biba, runs GQUTNS Tt 
Aamicxs d nN, OT KANONIZOMENA ut, GVA Y HOT KOfhEVG 
t fhovoy T0IG KATHY BPtv0is rabla. 
- ZOGIA TOAOM NOE, » n Gen a&yantnoare ννπαjeei 
R. r. X. 
FO LA IHEOT YIOY ZIPAX, an ag TACH __— %, TA 
© ELOHP, B 1 aN brug dale Xe T. A. 
10 rale, 2 1 Gexn' erg Jufuars . To Ay 
"TQBIT, „ apyn' HEN Noywy TE x. 7. A. 
- vers X04 To [al navor Coma, RT A. 
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enemy by ſtratagem, who could not be vanquiſhed 
by open force. And the ſtratagem contrived was 
—to place the Synopfis among the dubia of Athana- 
fius (in which they have been unwarily followed 
by ſome Proteſtant writers) and to bend the word 
ruxria from its natural and obvious meaning, Thus 
have theſe learned men done, what ſome men of 
learning are prone to do when they have ſome 
ſiniſter purpoſe to anſwer by it ;—they have en- 
deavoured (although in the preſent caſe certainly 
in vain) © to throw the duft of literature in our faces, 
(5b) to blind the eyes of our diſternment.” 


Iv. I have purpoſely deferred to this place, al- 
though a little out of the order of chronology, the 
obſervations which it ſeems neceſlary to "_ as 
to Gregory Nazianzen. 

\ 


In addition to the teſtimony already produced 
from (c) this very ancient, as well as very reſpecta- 


ble author, let the following extracts be * 
from his works. 


«© And 


2) The. Origin of Arianiſm diſcloſed, p. 309, by Mr. WaiTaxen, 
(whom I am happy to call my friend) —a work which exhibits the 
erudition of a {cholar, with the judgment of a ſound critic, and the 
piety of a Chriſtian Divine, 

(c) Pages 48—51, 
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And I wiſh that none may periſh, but that we 
may all continue in one ſpirit, laboring toge- 
ther with one ſoul for the faith of the Goſpel 
* guarding that precious depoſit, which we have 
© received from thoſe who have gone before us, 
4 the adoration of the Father, the Son, and the 
Holy Ghoſt; acknowledging the Father in 
union with] the Son, and the Son in [a like 
* union with] the Holy Ghoſt; to whom we 
have been baptiſed, in whom we have believed, 
under whoſe. banner we are enrolled, dividing 
© them [in perſon] before we conjoin them [in 
* eſſence] and joining them [in eſſence] before 
e divide them [in perſon]. We take not the 
three perſons as One perſon eure re Tpice wg 4 
* but [we believe} that THESE THREE ARE ONE 
er] not in perſon but in deity, and that the di- 
* vine unity being worſhipped in the Trinity, and 
* the Trinity collected together in the unity, the 
* whole is to be adored, the whole is ſovereign, 
<* poſſeſſing the ſame throne, the ſame glory, ſu- 
* perior to the world, prior to time, uncreated, 
* inviſible, not to be approached unto, and incom- 


* prehenſible.” (4) 
And 


% Gree. Naziaxz, Op. Edit. Paris. A. D. 1630, Vol. 1. p. 
204. 
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And again. From theſe expreſſions of not 
being begotten, of being begotten, and of pro- 
* ceeding, the diſtinction is declared between the 
Father, the Son and the Holy Ghoſt ; that ſo 
* the unconfuſed diſcrimination of the 7hree per- 
ſons may be preſerved in the one nature and 
* majeſty of the Deity.” For the Son is not the 
Father (for the Father is one) but that which'is 
the Father. Nor is the Holy Ghoſt the Son 
* becauſe he is of God (for there is one only-be- 
„ gotten) but that which is the Son: THESE 
THREE being ONE, if you look to their divinity, 
“and the one being three, if you conſider their 
* perſons, ſo that the word ONE gives no counte- 
« nance to Sabellius, or the word THREE to that 


* impious diviſion which now: prevails.” (e) 


cc 


cc 


It ſeems too plain to be denied, that theſe two 


paſſages contain additional references, by Gregory 


Nazianzen, to the verſe 1 John v: 7. 


The weight of this teſtimony has been attempted 
to be taken away, by aſſerting that Gregory Nazi- 
anzen has quoted another paſſage as Scripture, and 
applied it to the Trinity, which paſſage in fact is 
act Scripture, and therefore that he is not to be 

| credited 


(-) lam, p. 598, 
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eredited in any other ſimilar application. Theſe 
are the words of Nazianzen, againſt which this 
aſſertion is directed. To us there is one God the 
Father [of, ar] from awhom are all things, and 
one Lord Jeſus Chriſt by whom are all. things, and 
aue Holy Ghoft in whom are all things : which ex- 
preſſions, from whom, by whom, and in whom, are 
not expreſſions of thoſe who divide the nature,. 
but of thoſe who diſtinguiſh the . of one 
and * ſame unconfuſed eſſence. 


: ALI here indouttedly re the verſe, 

1 Cor. viii: 6; which, in our preſet: Teſtaments, 
contains theſe Cos alone: To us there is ont God 
the Father, of whom are all things, and one Lord 
Feſus Cbriſt, by whom are all i ings. The queſ- 
tion, therefore, now to be diſcu ed, is—whether 
that clauſe of Nazianzen's quotation: which adds the 
Holy Ghoſt to the other two divine perſons of the 
Godhead, was, or was not, a component part of 
St. Paul's firſt Epiſtle to the Corinthians, in ſome 
of the MSS at leaſt of that Epiſtle which exiſted 
in and before the days of Gregory Nazanzen. | 
incline, Sir, to adopt the affirmative of this pro- 
polition for the following reaſons ; 


1. Baſil 


. > p _ m4 
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1. a in his hiſtory of the ade of 


St. Peter and St. Paul, makes the ſame quotation. 
 & Becauſe there is one God from whom are all things, 
and one Lord Jeſus Chrift by wwhum are all things, 
and one Holy Ghoſt in whom conſiſt [or are] all 
things.” He was Biſhop of Rome, and died in 
A. D. 70, according to Sixtus Senenſis, But if we 


follow Irenens, Epiphanius, and Euſebrus (and they 


are better guides than Sixtus Senenfis) the time of 


his death will be fixed to the year 78. In either 
caſe he wrote nearly thirty years before the deceale 


of St. Jobn. (F) 


M 2. Ignatius, 


(f) Max. Bibl. Patr. Tom. 1. p. 74, Ed. Col. Agr. A. D. 1618. 
Some writers have doubted, whether this diſcourſe, or hiſtory, was 


the work of Linus, principally becauſe it was originally written in the ; 
Greek language. But this is no very ſerious objection. Tertullian in 


the ſecond century, although a Latin, wrote one of his treatiſes (as 
hath been before remarked) in Greek, that which is now filed De 
Virginibus welandis. And Dr, Mill very truly affirms, although on 
another ſubject, that in the firſt century moſt of the Chriſtians of Rome 
underſtood Greek, There was a ſingular propriety in uſing the Greek 
language, at that time, as the vehicle of this hiſtory. It opened the 
narrative to the Chriſtians of Aa, where Chrillianity then greatly 
prevailed, whilſt it did not hide it from, thoſe of Rome. This ground 
of objection, therefore, is not tenable. And, as to the reſt, although 
dus ſays that it was barbari cujuſdam ac priſci Monachi opus, yet Six- 
tus Senenfis, Sigebert, and Chifflet, among others, are decided in their 
judgment that it avas Written by Linus. 
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2. Ignatius, who received the crown of martyr- 
dom in A. D. 110, refers to this paſſage in the fol- 
lowing manner. St. Paul inſtructing us ſays, 
: There is one God of all, the F. ather of Chriſt, rom 
whom are all things, and one Lord [our Lord] Feſus 
Cbriſt, the only-begotten Son of God, the ruler of 
all, by whom are all things, and one Holy Ghgft, who 

wrought in Moſes, and the Prophets and Apoſ- 


tles. (g) 


4 Baſil the Great quotes this paſſage of this 
Epiſtle in the ſame manner with Linus in his fourth 

Oration againſt Eunomius. © One God from whom 
are all things, one Lord Feſus Chriſt by whom are 
all things, and one Holy Ghoſt in whom are all 
things.” He was the friend and correſpondent of, 
and nd contemporary with, Gregory Na- 


SLAn2gen. 


4. Epiphanius, who died in A. D. 402, quotes 
this text, 1. Cor. viii: 6, without the clauſe re- 
ſpecting the Holy Ghoſt. And he even proceeds 
ſo far as to aſſign (Y) a reaſon why there was no 

need 

le) Bir ad Philippiens. Ed. Chr. vol. ii. p. 153. 

(b) Heref. Anon. Edit. Paris. A. D. 1622. 


When Epiphanius wrote his account of chis hereſy, that Copy of this 


Epiſtle of St. Pau/, which he then made uſe of, had loſt this clauſe. 
When 
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need that the Apoſtle ſhould add the Holy Ghoſt, 
in this paſſage, to the other ſacred perſons of the 
Trinity. But in another part of his works, be- 
tween the compoſition of which and of the firſt. 
mentioned Treatiſe many years had probably inter- 


vened, he cites this text of St Paul in the ſame 
full and unequivocal manner as Linus, Bafil and 


Nazianzen had before quoted it. © See ye not 
„that the whole matter is clearly and perſpicu- 
* ouſly explained? For no other God is per- 


« mitted to us either in Heaven, or on earth, or 


in any other place, except one God from whom 
are all things, and one Lord Feſus Chriſt by whom 
are all things, and one Holy Ghoſt in whom are all 
* things : three in perſons eternally exiſting, one 
in deity, admitting no addon and ſubmitting 
* to no diminution.” (i) 


Theſe are quotations from authors who were 
anterior in point of time to Nazianzen, or coeval 


M 2 with 


When he compoſed his ſtrictures on the Manichean hereſy, he was 
poſſeſſed of a more correct MS, which did contain it. Of the man- 
ner in which this loſs originally happened, a probably ne will 
de given hereafter. 

(i) Ejuſd. Manichei Hæreſ. | 

The curious reader will conſult the Index of Epiphanius in vain for 


any of theſe quotations, He will be equally at a loſs if he ſhall ſeek + 
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— 


with him. I beg OO now nnn x few ſub» 
ſequent authorities. 


1 * Epeherine ee to this paſſage in the follows 
ing expreſſions. The Father from whom. are 
all things, the Son by whom! are all things, and the 
Holy Gbeſt in whom are all things, as the [ſame] 
Apoſtle alſo ſays, For of bim, and through him, 
and in bim are all "_— To him be glory for 


97 


$he- 


i — — ane cites this 
Mn in the ſame manner (with reſpect to the 
Holy Ghoſt) as Linus, Baſil, Nazianzen, and Eu- 
cherius. It may not be improper to produce the 
following extract as an example. And we imi- 
tate the bleſſed Apoſtle, who ſays To us thert 
« ts one God the Father from whom are all things 
and aue from him, and one Lord Yefus Cbriſt by 
* whom are all things and we by him, and one 
Holy Ghoſt in whom are all things, Theſe ex- 
e preſſions, from whom, by whom, and in 

* whom, divide not their natures, nor alter the pre- 


* cedency, 


in the Index of Nazianzen for the paſſage juſt cited from his works 
Letters, p. 48—51, and Appendix, No. xxvii.] To frame compleat 
and correct Indexes to the ancient (eſpecially the Greek) Fathers would 
be a laudable, but at the ſame time a laborious, undertaking. 


— — ——— — 


4 , 
" 


2n'd 
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& cedency, or the order of their names; but ſet 
* forth the [three] perſons of the one indiviſible 
* nature. And this concluſion may be drawn 


from the circumſtance of their being again re- 


* ferred to the divine unity, as will appear to any 
* one who attentively reads the ſame Epiſtle : Of 
* him, and through him, and in him ;—To 1 be 
* glory for ever, Amen. For that this Triſagion 
js not ſpoken of the Son alone, but of the bleſſed 
* Trinity itſelf is teſtified by Athanaſius, by Baſil 
4 and Gregory, and by all the holy Fathers,” (#) 


In another part (/) of theſe Letters, as 2 as 
in the quotation juſt produced from Eucherius, the 
words «urw Jon are rendered, To him be glory,” 
in conformity to the ſenſe in which the tranſlators 
of our preſent Verſion of the New Teſtament un- 
derſtood the word aur. They are here neceſſarily 
tranſlated © To 1T be glory; becauſe it is moſt 
manifeſt that Damaſcenus applied them to the Tri- 
nity, and that he conſidered the Fathers in general, 
and 4tbanafius, Baſil and Gregory Nazianzen in 

M 3 particular, 


% Damaſcen. Cap. Ixxiv. It has been remarked before that Tri- 


themius has erroneouſly placed Damaſcenus at the end of the fourth, | in · 
llead of the beginning of the ſeventh, century, 


(!) Page 50, 
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particular, as agreeing with him in that interpreta- 


. 
1 M 
5 C o * * 
* 4 * 


7. Nicetas, who wrote a commentary, in the 
thirteenth century, on the works of Nazianzer, 


thus quotes the paſlage in queſtion. * And again 


the Apoſtle [ſays] One God of whom are all things, 
and one Lori Feſus Chrift by whom are all things, 
and one Holy Ghoſt in whom are all things. Behold 
how the Spirit is here joined to, and reckoned with, 
the Father and the Son. For the [whole] Trinity 
would not have been here [ſet . without this 
connumeration. | 


He places this paſſage in a ſtill ſtronger light in 
another part of his commentary. For to us, ac- 
cording to the holy Apoſtle, there is one God the 
Father of whom are all things, and one Lord Yeſus 
Chriſt by wwhom are all things, and one Holy Ghoft 
in whom are all things. Theſe three expreſſions, 


of whom, by whom, and in whom, divide aot their 


eſſence or nature, as is the idle pretence of he- 


retics. (m) 3 
8. Thi 


(m) Matthæi Pref. in Epiſ. Cathol. p. 18. Matthei inſinu- 


ates, from the latter part of the former of theſe quotations, Bebold 
bow 
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8. This paſſage, 1. Cor. viii: 6, ſtands thus alſo 
in the earlieſt editions of the Sclavonian verſion, 
and (what is much more important) in the early 
Sclavonian MSS. Its final clauſe is thus read in 
thoſe MSS : And one Holy Ghoſt in | or through] 
whom are all things, and oe in bim, of which the 
learned Profeſſor M. Alter certifies us from his ex- 
amination of the Sclavonian MSS at Vienna. (u) 


9. This final clauſe, as to the Holy Ghoſt, poſ- 
ſeſſes its place alſo in the ancient Oftrovicenſian Bi- 
ble of A. D. 1581, and in the Moſcow Bible of 
A. D. 1664. The Moſcow Bible, indeed, incloſes it 
in brackets; becauſe it had been loſt out of the Greek 
and Latin Teſtaments long before the date of that 
n The more ancient, the Offrovicenfian, 


4 M4 ( * 


W 


how the Spirit &c, a ſuſpicion that this clauſe reſpecting the Holy 
Ghoſt was not found in the MSS of thoſe days, The expreſſions do 
not ſeem to juſtify the inſinuation. And the latter quotation com- 
pleatly removes it. For if this had been the caſe, thoſe heretics would 
have denied it to be Scripture, inſtead of endeayouring to explain it 
away by idle pretences, | 

(2) Nov. Teſt. Græc. vol. ii. p. 1001, The firſt edition of the 
Sc/avonian verſion was publiſhed in A. D. 1519. | 

The following declaration of Matthei ( Prefat. in Epiſ. Cathol. p. 
14) applies to this part of the ſubje& in more reſpects than one 
« Nam Oſtrovicenſis editio, quam in nonnullis locis conſului, et codices anti- 
qui Sclavonici Sec. xii. cum vetuſtioribus, fi qui reperiuntur, et recentiori- 
tu, non dubium eſt quin ex codicibus Græcis manarint,” 
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Bible ſets forth this clauſe without * (o) marks 
of * n e 


Theſe, Sir, are . not few; nor unim- 
portant. I admit that Albanaſius has not cited this 
final clauſe of 1. Cor. viii: 6, if we except one 
part of his works-(p) where he ſeems to refer to 
it. I acknowledge the fair preſumption to be, that 
it does not ſtand in a ſingle Greek MS now ex- 
iſting, I allow alſo (although greatly aware that 
the conceſſion may be too liberal) that none of the 
Fathers antecedent to Damaſcenus have cited this 
clauſe in thoſe parts of their works which have 
deſcended to the preſent age, they alone excepted 
who have already been called in evidence to this 
point. And yet I think myſelf {till entitled to 
contend, that the verſe 1. Cor. viii: 6 was origi- 
nally written by the Apoſtle with the words quoted 
by Naztianzen ; and that they have been, ſince that 
time, 4% out of the ſacred page. A ſtrong ground 


(% M. Alter directs our attention to two accents, or points, dotted 
over the firſt word of this clauſe, which, in this Bible, he ſays, may 
pelſibly be intended as marks of interpolation, But the obſervation is 
not to be admitted. Marks of that kind are always carried on along 
the whole of the ſuſpected paſſage, or have ſome correſponding dots 
at the cloſe of it, to denote how far the ſuppoſed interpolation ex- 
tends ; neither of which things is done in the preſent caſe. 

(p) 4d Ejiſcepum Perſamm, Ed. Benedi, Paris, vol. iis p. 516. 
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of belief has been already laid for the former of 
theſe propoſitions. The argument will be com- 
pleat in its conſtruction, if I ſhall be able to ſtate 

a fair and reaſonable probability reſpecting the 
cauſe and manner "of its ſubſequent loſs and de- 


falcation, 


And here, Sir, I beg leave to ſuggeſt an idea 
that this paſſage, 1. Cor. viii: 6 was originally 
written by the Apoſtle in the following manner: 
An wav tis O Harne e * Ta Tera xa ws Kue 
Incas Xι⁴ e d ra rar [xa & Iven Ayior & w 7% 
rarra] ax ox x. r. A. (q) The ſhort clauſules, xa 
nuns Hs auTOV, and xa naas 91 ur, which ſtand in Our 
preſent Greek Teſtaments, and the ſimilar clauſule, 
XA Nats EV GUTW, which is found in the Sclavonian 
Mss, I conceive to have formed no part of the 
original text, but to have appeared at firſt in the 
ſhape of gloſs only, which afterwards by degrees 
crept into the text from the margin. If this aſ- 
ſumption ſhall not (and perhaps it may not) be 
deemed unreaſonable, every difficulty is removed 
at once. At ſome period antecedent to the date 
of the earlieſt of our preſent Greek copies of the 

| New 


% But to us there is one God the Father, of avbom are all things ; 


and one Lord Jeſus Chriſt, by whom are 001 things ; and ons Hely Ghoſt 
ix whom are all things, 


New Teſtament (the Alexandrian) ſome heedleſs 
ſeribe, having compleated his ' tranſcript down to 
'the ſecond r mwra Of this paſlage incluſive, in 
railing his eye from his copy caught the third ra 
were, and being contented to find thoſe words 
there, and believing himſelf therefore to be cor- 
rect in his tranſcription, proceeded onwards in his 
taſk, leaving out the words which are incloſed 
above in brackets, and which continue to be omit- 
ted in our preſent Teſtaments. This is ſo very 
obvious a miſtake, and has been, in its kind, com- 
mitted ſo very frequently in copying (#) that it 
cannot be ſuppoſed that only one early ſcribe was 
guilty of it. And each of theſe erroneous copies 
would generate its own likeneſs with a miſchievous 

fecundity, 


(„%) Many thouſands of times undoubtedly, Mr. Profeſſor Alter 
mentions the following inſtances of errors of this kind committed by 
the tranſcriber of one of his Vienna MSS, in this very Epiſtle. 

1. Cor. vii: 38. IIOIEI Lor: K 0 xYG/arGuy xa 10161“ 

0 0.— 

— xi: 6, OEOE [xa d aigt cee evieynueruy fic 0 dt 

| aur O £51 OO] o ee 

— — 16, EQMATOE | ov rag TOTO o EF eu TS 

TwucaTtC? | H— | 

— XV: 24. JANTAQN | 2vaxgiveral uro Tourw) | X04, 

In the firſt of theſe inſtances the copyiſt wrote only woe e dt, his 
eye glancing from the former xt to the latter in copying, and paſſ- 
ing over the words incloſed within the brackets. The ſame remark 
applies to he , cwnarC> and rar in the three following ex- 
amples. Many others will be added in the n of cheſe letters. 
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fecundity, until at length they would be able to 
bear down, by the weight of numbers, the few 
worn-out copies which would remain to exhibit 
the genuine reading. And whilſt the verity of 
this paſſage ſeems to have been thus gradually in- 
jured through the loſs, by degrees, of one of its com- 
ponent clauſes, the marginal gloſſes appear to have 
intruded themſelves in the ſame manner into the 
body of the text by regular ſteps. The defalcation 
had become very prevalent in the fourth century, 
as we may infer from Epiþhamus, although the 
clauſe was not even at that time totally loſt out of 
the Epiſtle. And two of theſe gloſſes were in ſome 
degree added and received as text in the ſame cen- 
tury, as appears from the Alexandrian MS : al- 
though they ſeem not to have been known to Li- 
nus, Ignatius, Baſil, Nazianzen, Epiphanius, or Eu- 
cherius. And Cyril quotes the former part of the 
verſe thus, warne--Mα νẽ,Ej⁊Ü e auTe, which further 
ſupports this idea of a marginal gloſs. 


When theſe premiſes (5) ſhall have been fully 
and candidly conſidered, Nazianzen will certainly 


ſtand 


(% This argument reſts not /o/e/y and abſolutely on the notion 
that the x nuris tis aurov, the ut nuns d aur and xas 
nutig ty auTw were marginal gloſſes only, at the time of the fr/t dr. 
falcation, from the text of St. Paul, of this final clauſe reſpecting the 
Holy Ghoſt. It ſeems indeed to be a juſt notion, and therefore has been 


ſtated 


* 
N ; 
e 
* 
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ſtand acquitted of the charge of a 20i//ul miſquota« 
tion of the paſſage 1. Cor. viii: 6; and, being fo 
acquitted, will admittedly become an unexception- 
able witneſs to the authenticity of the verſe 1, 
Fohn v: 7. | 


We will now at length return to the remaining 
objections of Dr. Benſon to the nn or Pro. 


0 of Jerome. 


XXI. © 7 [the Preface] aſſerts two other 
direct and notorious falſehoods | viz. firſt] that 
the Latin tranſlators were unfaithful, in leav- 
ing out the teſtimony of the Father, the Word, 
and the Spirit.” 


The words of the Preface are“ In qua etiam 
ab inſidelibus tranſlatoribus multum erratum eſſe a 
fidei veritate comperimus,” Jerome does not ſay 

that 


ſtated much at large. But if this idea ſhall nevertheleſs be rejected, 
and the paſſage be conſidered as ſtanding originally thus: AAA” nu 
g Oe» arne of u 7% mavra Kai α⁰s ug tis auroy N £16 
Koe Incag XpigO> d s Ta mavra xa matic di au [a4 &y, 
Ilvevpa Ayiov ty w TH TAVTH XG WAELS EU UTW | GAA" e x. To A. 
fill, even on this ſuppolition, a haſty ſeribe might almoſt as eaſily be 


miſled by the affinity of the words vr and ar’, as by the iden- 
tity of the words ra T&vt#, to paſs over the clauſe here incloſed in 
brackets, and thereby omit in like manner the connumeration of the 


Holy Ghoſt. 


— ſ— 1/79 ere 
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that the Latin tranſlators, collectively taken, were 
unfaithful; but that a great error had been fallen 
into by unfaithful tranſlators, by ſome, it might be 
even by a few, of them reſpecting this Verſe. . 


XXII. The other © direct and notorious 
falſehood which this Preface aſſerts is—that he 
— had 2 * Verſe.” 


The Preface aſſerts () no ſuch thing. Its ends 
are The firſt of theſe Epiſtles is one of 
James; then two of Peter; three of John; and 
one of Fude : WHICH, if they had been faithfully 
tranſlated into the Latin language As THEY WERE 
WRITTEN BY THESE APOSTLES, would not have 
offered ambiguities to their readers, nor would va- 
riations of the text have thwarted each other; par- 
ticularly in that paſſage of the firſt Epiſtle of St. 
John, where we find the unity of the yy ſet 
forth,” 


The obvious meaning of the Preface is—that 
the exiſtence of this paſſage of St. John in ſome, 
and its non-exiſtence in others of thoſe Tranſla- 
tions, had cauſed certain ambiguities and variations 
of the text, which are here complained of, Had the 
Verſe 


(:) Appendix, No. xxxv. 
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Verſe been omitted in all of them, no ſuch ambi- 
guity could have been offered to the reader, be- 
cauſe there would have been no variation to cauſe 
or produce it. The Preface therefore does not 
ſuppoſe any reſloration of the Verſe by Jerome, 
becauſe it does not ſuppoſe the Verſe ever to have 
been 14%. It goes no further than ſimply to com- 
Plain that the Verſe had been left our of certain 
tranſlations : which we may even conclude to have 
been few in number, in compariſon with the reſt 
which retained the text, with as much reaſon as 
any one can have to conjecture the contrary. . 


XXIII.“ Auguſtine, who was intimate with 
Ferome, kept a correſpondence with him, read 
his works, and more eſpecially his Latin Verſion 
of the New Teſtament, has never once, in all 
his voluminous works, mentioned the diſputed 
text,” 


It hath been already ſhewn (z) as it is truſted, 
that Augu/iine hath referred to this diſputed text. 
But he ſeems, like Facundus, to have occaſionally 
entertained doubts as to its true conflirudion : which 
induced him to paſs, in his commentary on this 
chapter, from the fourth to the fourteenth verſe, 

| without 


(«) Page 45. 
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without taking any notice of the intermediate 
verſes. Like Facundus alſo, he has exalted the 
eighth verſe into a ſymbol of the Trinity: from 
whence it may be argued, with ſome ſhew of rea- 
ſon, that the latter of the quotations juſt alluded 
to had reference to the eighth verſe. But Augu/- 
tine (and this is all which is poſitively contended 
for reſpecting him) knew of the /eventh verſe, 
and appears not to have doubted of its having been 
written by St. John, becauſe he has expreſſed the 
bigheſt approbation of Jerome s Verſion of the 
New Teſtament; which hath always exhibited this 
verſe. We heartily thank God (ſays Auguſtine, 
writing to Jerome) for your TRANSLATION of the. 
New Teſtament ; becauſe there is ſcarcely any thing 
in it which offends us (v) when we e compare it with 
the ORIGINAL GREEK.” 


XXIV. © hat 


(4) % Proinde non parvas Deo gratias agimus de opere tuo, quod Evan- 
gelium ex Graco INTERPRETATUS Es: quia ene in omnibus nulla offenſro 
, cum Scripturam Græcam contulerimus.” To which Jerome replies 
Si me, ut dicis, in Novi TESTAMENTI emendatione ſuſcipis* & c. 
( Hieronymi Opera, Ed. Eraſm. A. D. 1546, vol. ii. p. 111—114.) 

Eraſmus ſpeaks of this inteteourſe between Auguſline and Jerome, in 
the following terms. 

« Porro divus Auguſtinus, quon'am ne Grece nies ad plenum 
(ciebat, non probat Hieronymi ftudium, qui Nowum Teflamentum ex 
Gr =coRUM FONT1BUS wel verterit, vel emendarit. Quanquam hoc 


utcunque 


— — : ² 0 d ⁵ cet es EE 


* 
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XXIV. What may put the matter [the 
ſpuriouſneſs of the Preface] ont of all diſpute 
it, Jerome himfelf, in his genuine voluminous 
moore, hath never quoted this diſputed paſ- 
age. 


If theſe premiſes ſhould be admitted, the con- 
cluſion drawn from them does not, neceſſarily, 


follow. Jerome may not have quoted this verſe 


in his other works, and yet the Preface may be 


genuine. It is not allowable for any one to pro- 


nounce, that an Author has not written a Pre- 
face, in which a particular paſſage of Scripture i- 
quoted, merely becauſe he has written other works, 
in which that paſſage is not quoted. 


But the | premiſes themſelves are not to be ad- 
mitted, for the following reaſons. 


1. In his Confeſſion of Faith, herein before 
cited (ww) Ferome ſeems evidently to refer to this 


verle, 


ntcunque tolerandum putat, propterea quod co, tis CODI1C1BUs de- 
prehendiſſet Hieronymianam in ca re Fiben.”—(Eraſm. Annot. in 
Nov. Teſt. Edit. A. D. 1522, p. 74.) 

| (w) Page 44. Jerome frequently refers to Tertullian and Cyprian, 
who have cited this verſe in their writings. ¶ Hieron. Op. per Eraſm- 
A. D. 1546, vol. i. p. 8, 36, 96, 98; vol. ii. p; 37» 49: et alibi 
Paſfim.] 
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verſe. The ſtile of this Confeſſion, is not diſſo- 
nant from that of Jerome. And although Eraſ⸗ 


MUS ſtrives to reject it from his page, yet it ſtands 
in the front of the earlieſt (x) edition of Ferome's 


Epiſtles: which is no mean proof of its being the 
work of Jerome. But the fact of its having been 
quoted by the Venerable Bede, in the eighth cen- 
tury, and declared by him to be the compoſition 
of Jerome, ſeems to place the matter out of the 
reach of doubt or diſputation. ( 


2. Jerome not only expreſſes to Marcus Cele- 
denſis, who was his friend and correſpondent, the 
warmeſt approbation of that Expoſition of the Faith 
which Marcus had written to Cyrillus, but at the 
ſame time declares that he had compoſed a ſimilar 
Confeſſion of bis own faith, which was (z) pro- 

A N bably 


(x) Ed. Venet. A. D. 1488. 

(y) © In hoc quod dicit unus confutat Arrium, Vigilantium, eorum- 
que ſequaces, quos omnes aperte redarguit Hieronymus dicens in epiſtola 
de explanatione fidei ad Damaſum Papam, Confundentes Arrium %c.- 
[Edit. Bofil, A. D. 1563, p. 1104.] 

(2) „ De fide autem quod dignatus es ſcribere ſanflo Cyrillo, dedi 
conſcriptam fidem.” [Vol. ii. p 104.] Eraſmus oppoſes to this con- 
cluſion the words of the next ſentence, viz. © But I have thy ears wwit- 
„e of my faith, and thoſe of thy holy brother Zenobius [or rather Coe- 
nobius] who has our moſt friendly ſalutations.” But ſurely it is not 
very abſurd to ſuppoſe Jerome to have ſent a creed, or written declara- 
tion of his faith, to one perſon, Damaſus, and to have converſed about 
that creed with two other perſons, Marcus and Coenobins, 


* tt th. * e * 


— 


ö 
| 
| 
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bably the confeſſion now in debate. And of this 
txpofition of Marcus Celedenſis, and of his own 
tonſtripta fides, Jerome further ſpeaks in theſe glow- 
ing terms: © Qui ſic non credit, alienus a Chriſto 


”, 
eft. 


Ferome then, as it ſeems, hath referred to the 
Verſe 1. John v: 7. But this reference, it muſt 
be confeſſed, is cautious and diſtant. It was made 
in the earlier part of his life (a) and whilſt he, like 
Auguſtine, was probably doubtful as to the interpre- 
tation of the final clauſule of this paſſage. After- 
wards, as he advanced in years, and became more 
decided in his judgment that it ought to be inter- 
preted of an unity off nature in thoſe heavenly wit- 
neſſes, he alfo became more offended with thoſe La- 
tin Copyiſts who had omitted the verſe in their co- 
Pies, and made his reprehenſions public by writing 
the Preface, or Prologue now in queſtion. If we 
ſuppoſe it to have been one of the lateſt perform- 
ances which fell from his pen, ſome difficulties will 
be avoided, and many objections diſabled. And this 
eaſy aſſumption, which is in itſelf reaſonable, is not 

embarraſled, 


la) Ante annos plurimos, cum in chartis ecclefiaſticis juvarem Dama- 
ſum Romane urbis epiſcopum. [ Hieron, Epiſt. ad Ageruſiam.] 
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embarraſſed, but rather ſupported, by the circum» 
ſtance of this Prologue having been addreſſed to Eu- 
ochium : for ſhe died only one year before Jerome. 


But in another ſenſe Jerome hath done much more 
than refer to this paſſage, by inſerting it in his Ver- 
ſion of the New Teſtament; the moſt laborious, 
the moſt important of all his works. By this inſer- 
tion indeed Jerome may be ſaid moſt truly to have 
put the matter out of all diſpute; but in a very 
different manner from the predeſtinated ſentence 
of Dr. Benſon. The Preface of Jerome throws 
light upon his Verſion; and his Verſion reflects 
ſtrength to the Preface: and in both, thus mutually 
illuminating and corroborating each other, Jerome 
has fixed his own ſeal to the authenticity of the 
Verſe in queſtion ;—* 4 fees which will ene 
many days,” 


This, Sir, is the laſt of the ELEVEN prog (as 
he has thought proper to ſtile them) which are 
produced by Dr. Benſon, to ſhew the ſpuriouſneſs 
of this Preface. They have been, I truſt, fairly 
weighed in the ballance, and found wanting. 
Some of theſe pretended proofs are moſt blame- 
ably untrue. The reſt, even where not falſe, are 
yet, without a ſingle exception, vague and in- 

N 2 concluſive. 
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concluſive. They are ſo far from inducing a ſober 
conviction of its ſpuriouſneſs, that they do not, 
when combined together, ſeem to amount to a mere 
probability of it. Indeed the aſperſions, which 
have been caſt upon this Preface, are but the dream 
of the preſent age. The moſt diſturbed imagina- 
tion did not harbour any ſuch chimeras, until the 
times of Martianay and Simon. (b) Former 'ages 
would not have liſtened to them for a moment. 
The ſingle teſtimony of Walafrid Strabo, who aſ- 
cribes it to Jerome at ſo early a period as the ninth 
century, outweighs them all. Let prejudice, then, 
give way to moderation. Let candor pronounce 
her judgment ; and let the Preface be what it af- 
firms itſelf to be, what even Eraſinus and (c) Soci- 
nus confeſs it to be, the work of Jerome. | 

We may, Sir, I preſume, now quit this Preface, 
allowing it to have been written by Jerome, and 
proceed to the reſt of Dr. Benſon's objections to 
the originality of the Verſe 1. John v: 7. 


XXV. 4. 


(b) Sandius was contemporary with Simon. 
(e) Smith's Vindiciæ, Edit. Lond. A. D. 1686, p. 136. See alſo 
Calmet—* Mais Eraſme, et apres lui Socin, M. Le Clere &c. foutien- 


nent gue le Prologue, dont on vient de parler, eſt vraiment de Saint J& 
rome. (Dil, Vol, iii. Edit. Paris. A. D. 1720, p. 561.) 
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XXV. As to what Victor Vitenſis bas ſaid, 
towards the concluſion of the fifth century; or 
others in later ages, it cannot be of much mo- 
ment. And, therefore, I ſhall ſay nothing to 

uch late teſtimonies” —(viz, in favor of the 
Verſe in queſtion.) 


This objection is ſo extraordinary, that it Cres 
to call for a very particular examination in all its 
parts. | 


Firſt, as to the 0BJECTOR,—it ſeems, on a pri- 
mary view, peculiarly ſtrange that Dr. Benſan 
ſhould thus reject the evidence of Victor Vitenſis, 
who wrote (about A. D. 488 or) in the h cen- 
tury, as late teſtimony; when he ſoon: afterwards 
cites to the ſame queſtion Bede of the eigbib, and 
Oecumemus of the eleventh century. But this mode 
of ſelecting his evidence, ſtrange as it ſeems, may 
perhaps be accounted for. The ſuffrage of Victor 
Vitenſis SUPPORTS. the authenticity of this verſe. 
Thoſe of Bede and Oecumenius are, in ſome ſenſe, 
ADVERSE to it, It ſeems but too plain, that theſe 
circumſtances alone have prevailed with Dr. Ben- 
/on to urge the latter teſtimony, and to reject the 
tormer, 
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4 This primary preſumption ſeems, further, to be- 
come abſolute certainty, when applied compara- 
tively to the NATURE of the ſeveral teſtimonies 
here rejected or retained” by Dr. Benſon. For 
what is the nature of the proof which is drawn 
from Bede and Occumenius, as to this verſe ? It 
amounts only to this, — / hat they have NOT quoted 


it in their works. The whole of the evidence, 
then, which can be drawn from them, is barely 


negative. It is only an omiſſion in a Commen- 
tator; and as ſuch affords matter of conjeCture 


merely, and no more. But the evidence of Victor 


Vitenfis is POSITIVE, clear, and pointed. He has 
related a plain hiſtory of plain facts. He has 
given an unadorned account of what he /azo, and 
beard, and experienced, when ſurrounded by the 


armed bands of the deſpotic Huneric. His narra- 


tive was compoſed whilſt Arianiſin ſat triumphant 
on the throne, and therefore muſt be circumſpett. 
It was written in the face of exaſperated enemies, 


(4) and therefore muſt be accurate. It was pub- 


iſhed whilſt the parties, of whom it treated, were 


living; and therefore muſt be faithful.” It re- 


corded a tranſaction known through all the domi- 
nions of Huneric, and therefore muſt be true: be- 
cauſe 


(4) Pages 57 60 of theſe letters. 
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cauſe the ſmalleſt deviation from truth would have 
been followed by inſtant detection. Thus both 
the contending parties, the Ori bodox and the Ari- 
ans, bear teſtimony to the originality of this verſe: 
the former in argument, the latter by acquieſcence. 
If the Arians had been able to have diſcredited 

this quotation, Fulgentius would not have dared to 
have brought it forward again in the /ame. century, 
and for the fame purpoſe, in leſs than thirty years 
after this Convention, and in a reign equally hoſ- 
tile to the Orthodox party with that of Auneric; 
which, nevertheleſs, we know that he did in va- 
rious paſſages (e) of his works. This narrative of 
Victor Vitenſis, then, is an argument in favor of 
this verſe, which needs only to be read in order to 
compel conviction. It is in its nature ſuperior to 
all ſophiſms, and inexpugnable by any cavils . 
and yet this is the teſtimony, which Dr. Benſon 
has thought fit to put aſide as having nothing to 
do with, as being utterly unconcerned in, the de- 
ciſion of the authenticity of the verſe 1. John 
92 | 


Nor is this the only abſurdity into which Dr. 


Benſon has here betrayed himſelf, His pretence 
N 4 about 


le) Pages 35 —39 of theſe letters, 


1 
* - 
k 


about the Tux in which Vier Vitenſis lived, 
Which he hath aſſigned as his reaſon for rejeQing 


 Viftor's teſtimony, is as futile, as his real intentions 


in rejecting it ſeem to have been blameable. For 
in the outſet of his Diſſertation he admits the teſ- 
timony of Jerome, in favor of this verſe, as valid 
in point of time ; for he ſets himſelf ſeriouſly to 
do away its effect, if poſſible, by laboring to prove 
{as we have already ſeen) that the Preface to the 
Canonical Epiſtles is not the work of Jerome. 
Now Ferome lived in the ſame century with Victor 
Vitenfis; nay it is poſhble that they might both be 


alive at the ſame hour: for Jerome ſurvived until 


A. D. 420, and Victor was a Biſhop in (perhaps 
long before) A. D. 484, and was preſent with Eu- 
genius, and his Co-prelates, in that year at the 
Council of Carthage. Dr. Ben/on, therefore, al- 
lows the evidence of Jerome in the beginning of 
the fifth century, to be early enough; and yet re- 
jects that of Vidtlor, and his Brethren the Biſhops 
of Africa, towards the concluſion of that cen- 
tury, as late teſtimony—as inadmiſſible becauſe Mo- 
DERN : for that is the only impeachment which he 
ventures to caſt upon it. But if the former be 
early enough, why is the latter too late? By what 
rule is a teſtimony of A. D. 414, for inſtance, to 
be admitted by a Critic of the cg en Century, 


by 
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by an author who writes nearly one thouſand three 
hundred years afterwards, as IN TIME (the anti- 
quity of the evidence being the ſole point in queſ- 
tion) and another of A. D. 484, to be rejected as 
OUT OF TIME : nay, ſo much out of time as to be 
out of all claim to notice,—ſo very late as that no- 
thing is to be ſaid to it? Will any one who con- 
tends for''the ſpuriouſneſs of this verſe—will Mr. 
Gibbon—attempt to. juſtify Dr. Ben/on in this re- 
jection? If ſo, Sir, you will perhaps condeſcend to 
inform the world what members, what fractional 
parts of the ſame Century (the nb, for inſtance) 
are to conſtitute ancient, and what fractions or parts 
thereof modern teſtimony. But you will not ha- 
zard the attempt. 


XXVI. “ In ſettling the text of the New 


Teſtament, R, Stephens made uſe of fifteen an- 
cient MSS.“ 


Some of the toi which R. Stephires uſes 
in his Preface (/) ſeem to indicate that he had the 
aſſiſtance of fixteen Greek MSS, in framing his 
Greek "Teſtament, beſide the Complutenſian Bible 
which was a printed book. And Theodore Beza, 


moreover, 


% ** Sedecim ſeriptis exemplaribus.” [Appendix, No. ii.] 
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moreover, acknowledges himſelf indebted. to the 
friendſhip of R. Stephens for the uſe. of ſeventeen 
(g) of his Copies ; taking into the number, as it 
might ſeem, the Complutenſian Bible, which R. 
Stephens had uſed in his own Editions. 


On che other hand, a ſucceeding part of the 
3 Preface ſeems to denote. the Complutenſian 
Bible to have been conſidered by R. Stephens as 
one. of the {ſixteen MSS. And as his margin con- 
tains no reference to. any ./ixteenth M8, it is poſ- 
ble at leaſt that he had only fifteen. . The whole 
difficulty, lies in the /eplemdecim (b) of Beza, 
This part of the queſtion is in itſelf, however, a 
matter of ſmall moment; and I am willing, in 
order to prevent unneceſſary debate, to accept Dr, 
Benſon's numeration, 


XXVII. V is very certain that be [R. 
Stephens] did not ſcruple varying from his 
MSS, and has varied from them all, and 


fron 


(s) * Tos News Fæderis libros non mode. cum ariis SEPTEMDECIM 
Græcorum codicum à Roberto Stephano, beatæ nemoriæ vlro, citatorum 
Actionibus rurſum comtulimus, ſed etiam cum Syra interpretatione.” 

[Bez x Prefat. in Nov. Teſt. Ed. Genev. A. D. 1582.] 

(5) Sce Bexa's Note on John vii: 53, in page 196 of theſe Letters. 
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Vom tbe complutenſe and vulgate 100, in for 
venty places at ſe: FP 


R. Stephens, in his: Greek Teſtament, en 
the laſt Edition of Eraſnus as the foundation of 
his text; which he has followed chiefly, but not 
ſervilely. His plan was—to take all thoſe ſen- 
tences, or words, to be original in which all his 
authorities concurred, and to place them in the text 
generally, without any marginal notes, or refe- 
rences whatſoever. But where his authorities va- 
ried from each other, although by a ſingle letter 
only, he adopted that ſentence or word, alone, 
which ſeemed to be the genuine reading of the 
paſſage, inſerting it in the body of the page, and 
noting in the margin the principal variations of 
his other authorities. (i) 


\ 


If 


(i) He has not tranſplanted into his margin every variation of the 
Complutenſian Edition from his text. In this point his conduct is fully 
julifiable. But he has not always taken the pains to note thoſe varia- 
tions, which he has inſerted in his margin, with preciſe and minute 
exaftneſs, A few unimportant inſtances of this kind of inattention 
may be found in his margin as to the Apocalypſe : for which this apo- 
logy at leaſt may be offered, — that R. Szephens did not feel himſelf fo 
itrongly urged to an anxious minuteneſs of reference, in reſpect to a 
printed back, by conſulting which his readers might perceive at once 
and remedy any error into which he might fall; as in reſpect to his 
1\1SS, where they would not fo eaſily be able to rectify an inadvertency 
vr correct a miſtake, if he ſhould ſuffer any to be committed. 
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If, then, the objection ſhall only mean that R. 
Stepbent has ſometimes varied from ſome of his 
MSS in preference to others; ſometimes from all, 
or moſt of them, in favor of the Complutenſian or 
the V. ulgate ; and at other times from them alſo, in 
obedjence to his MSS, in proportion as any of 
theſe guides ſeemed to ſupply the moſt corre& 
information: —it deſcribes R. Stephens as à moſt 
aſſiduous inveſtigator of truth, as an accurate and 
judicious critic ; a deſcription in which the whole 
literary world will concur, But if the objector 
meant to inſinuate (and the plain conſtruction of 
his words directly infers the inſinuation) that R. 
| Stephens has in ſeventy, or in any number of 
places varied from the 20e tenor of his authori- 
ties, and interpoſed an arbitrary unſupported lec- 
tion of his own, in contravention of them all,— 
the inſinuation is illiberal ; and, being unwarranted 
by any proof, it ought to be rejected with diſ- 
dain. W | 


You 


(4) In Matthew ii: 11 R. Stephens follows Eraſmus in writing tue 
inſtead of «Joy + they round, inſtead of they ſaw, rhe child, And 
this circumſtance has been amplifed into a deſertion of his plan, as 
well as of his MSS. But the charge is ill founded, His plan was to ac- 
cept, by whatever hand it might be offered, that which appeared to him 


to be the genuine reading of Scripture, And he accorded with Eraf- 
| mus 
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You will expect me, Sir, before I quit the ob- 
ject now under eonſideration, to allow that it wag 
not originally urged by Dr. Benſon, but copied by 
him from the writer of the Memoirs of the late Dr. 
Waterland. That Dr. Benſon was but a copyiſt 
in this objection, as well as in many others which 
are urged in his Diſſertation, I do moſt readily ad- 
mit. But he has ſo copied them as to make them 
his own. On ſeeing a charge of this reproachful 
nature brought againſt a man of ſo fair a fame as 
R. Stephens, one who is acknowledged, even by 
Dr. Benſon, to be © a learned, worthy mana 
man of extenſive learning, indefatigable diligence, 
and zeal to promote uſeful learning, and particu» 
larly that of the Scriptures,” without the ſhadow 
of a proof to fupport the charge, beyond the 
empty affirmation of the aſſertor; a commentator 
without prejudice, without any ſecret partiality to 
either ſide of the queſtion, would at once have 
challenged the imputation, and have refuſed to ad- 
mit it againſt ſo truly reſpectable a character, with- 
out the moſt unequivocal demonſtration of its 

| | truth. 


mu; in preferring evgey, probably becauſe (both words affording nearly 
the ſame ſenſe). the ſame verb, tuęenre, occurs before in the eighth 
verſe. In acting thus, therefore, he deſerted not his plan, but fol- 
lowed it. Nor did he in any culpable ſenſe deſert his MSS: for he 
tells us frankly, ade & Ta0i—A4l my MSS read ago, 
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truth. He would have called for a ſpecification of 
theſe ſeventy places: which not being complied 
with, he would have condemned the whole as a 
groundleſs allegation. But inſtead of this, Dr, 
Benſon haſtens to admit the charge; and, to pre- 
ſerve the appearance at leaſt of candor, affects to 
make this apology for it; viz. As to his varying 


from his copies, it ſeems plain from his Preface, 


that he had not an opportunity to collate all the 


copies himſelf.“ An apology which, unfortunately, 


is as falſe as it is frigid ;—for the preface of R. 
Stephens, ſo far from making it plain, does not 
even afford foundation for a conjecture, that he 
did not collate all the copies himſelf, 


XXVIII. “ The ſum of the matter is, R. 
Stephens was a learned worthy man. And 
therefore one would not willingly ſiſpect that 
he placed the latter ſemi-carcle wrong, on pur- 
poſe. However, in his famous Greek Teſla+ 
ment 1550, it is wrong placed. 


It is true, that R. Stephens could only place the 
| ſemi-circles wrong, as to the verſe in queſtion 
(provided he did place them wrong at all, which 
is denied) in his famous Greek Teftament of A. D. 
1550; becauſe that was the only Edition in Which 

he 
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he made uſe of thoſe ſemi-circles. But the whole 
truth is,—that R. Stephens has borne teſtimony to 
the originality of this Verſe in al the Editions of 
the Greek Teſtament ever publiſhed by him; which 
are no leſs than four in number. In his Editions 
of A. D. 1546 and 1549, in which the ſemi-cir- 
cles (or the Obelus and Semi-parentheſis ) are not 
uſed, . the Verſe is read entire in the text, as 
well as in the Edition of A. D. 1550, in which 
they are made uſe of. To this third ſucceeded a 
fourth Edition, publiſhed by R. Stephens in A. D. 
1551; wherein the Verſe is ſtill continued, ſtill 
maintained in its place, without the leaſt note of 
diſtruſt, without the ſmalleſt impeachment of its 
authenticity, 


Theſe facts being premiſed, the whole queſtion, 
as to this part of R. Szephens's conduct, will be 
reduced to this fingle dilemma. Either R. Ste- 
þhens placed the latter ſemi-curcle, as we now find 
it in his Edition of A. D. 1550, on purpoſe ; or by 
miſtake, Now he placed it there, not by miſtake ; 
becauſe he had printed the Verſe entire, in his two 
former Editions, and he expreſsly informs us that 
this Edition had been collated with the /ame MSS, 
from whence the foregoing Editions were made. 
Net by miſtake ; becauſe he would, in that caſe, have 

caſt 
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caſt out of his ſubſequent Edition of A. D. 155t, 4 
paſſage which he had intended to repudiate (for ſo 
the objection ſuppoſes) by the ſemi-circle of the 
preceding year. Not by miſtale; becauſe a man, 
who had been ſo painfully accurate (1) in reviſing 
this work as even to point out, iri the Errata ſubs 
joined to it, the miſplacing of one Comma in the 
body of the text, and the omiſſion of atiother, 
cannot reaſonably. be ſuppoſed to have ſuffered a 
whole Verſe to have eſcaped his notice : a Verſe, 
moreover, which had been for ſome time an object 
of concern and enquiry among Chriſtians, and par- 
ticularly among learned Chriſtians, in conſequence 
of the then recent diſpute between Eraſmus, Ley, 
and $!unica, and therefore (m) muſt have engaged 


his 


(/) It is not meant to affirm, by theſe or any other general com- 
mendations, that R. Stephens has committed no typographical miſtakes 
in this edition. But it in meant to ſay that he has not committed (be- 
cauſe, morally ſpeaking, he could not commit) any ſuch miſtakes in it 
as to this verſe. He has omitted indeed to record any of the variations 
of the Complutenſian Edition, as to this paſſage, one alone excepted. He 
might think that the other three would overcharge his margin. At any 
rate he knew that the omiſſion could not bring with it any hurtful con- 
ſequences, as the Edition of Complutum had then been many years in 
the hands of the public, An omiſſion of this kind js an exerciſe of 
private judgment merely, not a typographical miſtake, 

(m) The diſpute was not confined to the three perſons here named. 
It engaged the minds and employed the pens of Lupſet, Nexenus, Dor- 


piusy 
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his ſolicitous attention. Not by miſtake ; becauſe 
the Verſe in queſtion is inſerted in the Greek Teſ- 
tament of Jobn Criſpin, whoſe publication bears 
date at Geneva (n) three years ſubſequent to this 
of R. Stephens, who was, at the time of his pub- 
lication, the friend and fellow-citizen of R. Sie- 
hens, who muſt be concluded therefore to have 
publiſhed with his privity and aſſiſtance, and in 
whoſe Edition the obelus and ſemi-parenthefis hold 
exactly the ſame ſituation as in this Edition of R. 
Stephens. Not by miſtale; becauſe the Verſe is 
found (o) in the New Teſtament of Theodore Beza ; 
who, like Criſpin, publiſhed at Geneva whilſt R. 
Stephens was living there, who mentions him fre- 
quently in terms of the moſt affectionate reſpect, 

8 O who 


pius, Fiſher, Zaſfus, Bedda, Amorbachius, Beatus Rhenanus, Sir Thomas 
More, and Bugenhagius, with many other learned men of that age, 
Even Luther took part in it, by leaving this verſe out of his printed 
Teſtament ; aſſigning, however, for ſuch omiſſion no very ſapient apo- 
logy, In carlo non eſt teſtimonium, ſed clara viſio. Recollecting the power 
which the obſcure name of Chatterton has found to put the learned 
of the preſent age in motion, it will not be believed that R. Stephens 
could ſlumber over the illuſtrious memories of Eraſmus and . 

2) See p. 18 of theſe letters. | 

Criſpin's Teſtament is in 12mo. His mode of dating his publication 
is rather ſingular. IIaęa Iwaywn ro Keiowivu* era aro rng Evay- 
ber nete 72 corn NAWY . p. V. . t ον⁰ ne- 
oon. 

(e) It is found in all the Editions of Bexa, although his firſt Edi- 
tion alone, of A. D. 1 556, is here particularly ſtated, 
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who had in his poſſeſſion (y) by the perſonal fa- 
vor of R. Stephens, the identical MSS uſed by him 


in 


(p) To this fact Beza's own teſtimony is plain and pointed. 


* KeareurCy de rd waherr ©” xwaz. Sic conſtanter legitur in 
omnibus Græcis codicibus QU0s INSPEXIMUs.” [In Ad. Apeſt. iii: 
11.] 

% Veteres ombes Græci codices, Qu0s vibiuvs, ſeriptum habebant 
Teoxry,nreiomevore” [Annot, in Ad. iii: 20.] 

* EBdopnrovra were, Sic legitur in omnibus codicibus Quos in- 
SPEXIMUS.” [Ia Ad. vii: 14. 

* Ev ro arpu Tw devrigw, Ita ſcriptum 1nveninus in om- 
bus zeſtris vetullis codicibus.” [In A4. xiii: 33.] 

„ Eig 85, Sic conſtanter LEG1mus in omnibus codicibus,” [In 
AR. xxvi: 17 ] | 

« Servavi tamen id vocabulum quod in omnibus Græcis exemplari- 
bes txvext.” [In A. xxvii: 14.) 

% Tpw de. Sic ſcriptum LEGIMUs in omnibus vetuſtis codicibus.” 


„In 1. Cor. ii: 10] 


„ Idia. Sic Lect in omnibus noſtris Gracis codicibus,” [In 1. 
Cor. xii: 11.]J-——[N. B. Bengelios, p. 747, miſtakenly affirms that 
Beza never uſes the word LEG, when ſpeaking of R. Stephens's MSS, 


Davos other inſtances of this fart, LtGO and LEG, are flated in the next 
ſucceeding page.] | 


* Aro ON Sic ſcriptum invent in omnibus Græcis co- 
dicibus.” [i Cor. xvi: ad An.] 


O vowetyrn;, In quatuor veteribus Iibris additum ixvZMiuvs 
xai xpiTng,” [In Jac, iv: 12. ] | 


Kara pv auvrzs, Legitur in omnibus Græcis xos TR IöS codicibus.” 
[In 1. Pet. iv: 14. 

Sic /egitur in omnibus Græcis exemplaribus, ou quidem ui. 
INSPLCERE LICULT,” (In 1. Jean. iv: 3.] 


„% Tas. 


in this Edition of 'A. D. 1550, and who K 
O0 2 declares, 


© Tuaæg. Ita LEGO ex Veteris Interpretis et quatuor veterum co- 
dicum authoritate.” [In Jud. 24.] 


The preceding references are affirmative. A few negations ſhall here 
be added, which nevertheleſs ſpeak pofitrvely to the purpoſe of this note. 


« Quam lectionem mneque in ullis codicibus Græcis iIxVENIo, neque 
poſſum approbare,” [In Ad. ix: 29.] 

* Ori «ones, Vulg. Quare introifti? ita videlicet ut ors 
pro diori intelligatur, Ego vero in nullis codicibus adſeriptam ixvz- 
x10 interrogationis notam. [In Ad. xi: 3.] 

« EvoguPup, Quod in nallis quidem Græcis codicibus 1nveni.” 
[In 42. xxiv * 5 ] 


«« Vulgata legit [AapSartre) ſumitis, contra NOSTRORUM omnium 
cobicuu dem.“ [In Jac. iii: 1.] 


I ſhail now beg leave briefly to flate a third claſs of Bexa's re- 
ferences, which will ſpeak to the purpoſe of this Diſſertation in more 
reſpects than one. 


* Ort 0 xe, e ovverarpuer r Ae, egi. Sic LEO et 
DISTINGUO hunc locum ex SEDECIM wetuſtorum Stephani copicum, 
itemque ex Grzcorum Scholiorum, Baſlii denique fide,” [In 1. 
Cor. vii: 29.] 

„Tree Twy vexpwy, In puopecim MSS codicibus, itemque in 
Cemplutenſi editione et Grecis Scholiis ſcriptum 1nvenBRIMUS : vTep 
abro autem in tribus duntaxat exemplaribus.” [In 1. Cor. xv; 29 ] 

« Ex vetuſtis Stephani XOSTRIS codicibus SEPTEMDECIM wnus dun- 
taxat illam non habebat ; in religuis ſcripta quidem erat.” [In Joann, 


« $3.] 


The preceding references are all taken from Beza's firſt Edition of 
A. D. 1556. The reader is requeſted to keep in mind the three laſt 
of them, until we ſhall have an opportunity to diſcuſs, with M. Grie/- 
lach, the number of Greek MSS which R. Stephens had in his poſſeſ- 
ſion for c the uſe of the different parts of his great work, 
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declares (9) that this Verſe did actually exiſt, in 
the very manner in which R. Stephens has ſtated 
it to have exiſted, in thoſe MSS. Not by miſtale; 
becauſe this New Teſtament of Theodore Beza was 
not only publiſhed at the ſpecial inſtance (7) and 
requeſt of R. Stephens, but was alſo (an indubita- 
ble mark of his approbation of the work and of 
its author) printed by R. Stephens (s) at his own 
preſs : who, if he could for a ſingle moment be 

ſuppoſed 


(9) „Hic verſiculus extat—in nonnullis Stephani weteribus libris. 
In celo—Cceſt in ſeptem vetuſtis codicibus.” [Appendix, No. iii.] 
- (r) The following are Beza's words. © Sed quum me partim Ro- 
BERTUS STEPHANUS NOSTER, homo juvandz eccleſiæ Dei natus, 
INCITARAT : partim vero alii permulti—Parui igitur illorum conſiliis, 
præſertim eximii illius ſervi Dei, ac optimi mei in Chriſto parentis Jo- 
HANNIs CAaLvini authoritate adductus: gui hec noſtra, pro ſingulari 
ſua in eccleſiam Dei pietate, non modo LEGISSET, ſed ETIAM EXPEN= 
piss ET.“ | 

([Beza's Pref. to his firſt Edit. 1556, as it is commonly 
called, although nor in fact finiſhed until A, D. r557.] 

The judgment of Calvin on the authenticity of 1. Jobav: 7 is 
worth tranſcribing in this place. 

« Tres ſunt in clo. Hoctotum in quibuſdam omiſſum fuit. Hiero- 
mymus exiſtimat malitia potius quam errore id fuiſſe factum: et qui- 
dem à Latinis duntaxat. Sed quum ne Græci quidem codices inter 
ſe conſentiant, vix quicquam aſſerere audeo. Quia tamen optime fluit 
contextus fi hoc membrum addatur, et vip Eo in opbimis ac probatiſ- 
fimæ fidei codicibus BABER1, ego quoque libenter amplector.“ [Car- 
ViN1 Comm. in Epiſ. Canon. Ed. Genev. p. 74. | 

(s) ExcupeBaT Rog. STEPAhANus IN SUA OPFICINA ANNO 
MDPLVI1. CALEND. MART.” [Advertiſement to the reader, ſub- 
joined to this Edition.] 
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ſ uppoſed to have overlooked, on this occaſion, the 
Verſe itſelf, could not poſſibly have overlooked that 
long commentary of Beza upon it, which he printed 
and reviſed, as well as the Verſe to which it re- 
ferred, and which even mentions R. Stephens and 
the authority of his MSS as inducements, among 
others, . which led to this definitive concluſion of 
Beza, before quoted (7) © 7 am entirely ſatisfied 
that we ought to retain this Verſe,” 


If R. Stephens, then, did not place the latter 
ſemi- circle in the ſituation where we now find it, 
by miſtake (as he moſt aſſuredly did not) the conſe- 
quence is inevitable: He placed it there ON pUR- 
POSE, It remains, therefore, that we now en- 
quire whether any over-ruling evil motive can be 
aſſigned, which may appear ſufficient to have in- 
duced a man like R. Stephens to have acted in this 
matter with a fraudulent purpoſe. And if no ſuch 
motive can be found in pride, prejudice, or fear, 
we will venture, Sir, to ſet him free even from 
ſuſpicion. Solventur tabulæ, ille miſſus abibit, 


And firſt his pride, as an author, cannot be 
aſſigned as the cauſe of this ſuppoſed fraud. For 
if from this motive he ſhall be conjectured to have 

O 3 _ falſified 

(!) Page 9 of theſe Letters. 
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falſified the evidence of his Greek MSS, as to this 
Verſe, there is every reaſon to preſume that he 
would have repreſented them to have ſet forth this 
paſſage in the ſame manner as he had before de- 
clared his Latin MSS to have read it; which he 
has not done. | 


2. He did not ſo falſify the evidence of his 


Greek MSS through any prejudice in favor of 
Popery, or its doctrines. For the Popiſh Doctors 
of the Sorbonne had perſecuted him with an unre- 
lenting hatred for nearly twenty years ſucceſſively 
before the publication of his firſt edition of the 
Greek Teſtament, alledging that his interpre- 
tations of Scripture favored the cauſe of the re- 
formed religion, and pronouncing his doctrines to 
be even worſe than thoſe of Luther (u) until at 
length they compelled him, in the year 1552 
(about ſeven years before his death) to become an 


unwilling 


(u) % Duoties me in Synagogam ſua m tvocarunt—clamantes pejorem illit 


cenſuras—A. D. 1552, p. 10.] 
&* Utraque annotatio eft bœretica et plane Lutherana.“ [Reſpons. p. 48.] 
% Hec itague Biblia a jam dicto R. Stephano, 1528, 1532, 1534» 
1540, 1545,—et 1546, fas typis evulgata, ſupprimenda ſunt. Partim 


doctrinam contineri quam Lutherus anquam protulifſet.” [Reſpons. ad 


quod in iis multa—erronea, ſcandalum inducentia, impia, Lutheranis fa- 


wentia, hereftbuſque jam olim damnatis conſpirantia— inſperguntur.” [The 


Concluſum of the Sorbonne, 19. OG. 1547. Reſpons. p. 106.] 
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unwilling exile from his native land, abandoning 


with his country the lucrative as well as honor- 


able office which the favor of his royal Maſter 
had conferred upon him. His prejudices, there- 
fore (if he had any on this ſubject) would not in- 
cline to Popery, or to its doctrines, as ſuch. Eraſ- 
mus diſliked Popery ; one of the diſtinguiſhing 
tenets of which perſuaſion has always been a faith 
in the ever- bleſſed Trinity. Hence his averſion 
to the paſſage 1. Jabn v: 7; which he conſidered, 
although he occaſionally affected to argue other- 
wiſe, as a ſupport to that doctrine. He receded 
too far and fell into Arianiſin. (v) The: prejudices 
of R. Stephens lay the ſame way, as a Reformer. 
They were moreover exaſperated by perſecution. 
And Luther had declared againſt the verſe, before 
the publication of R. Szephens's firſt edition of the 
Greek Teſtament. If R. Stephens then had been 
baſe enough to have falſified the evidence of his 
MSS at all, it is moſt probable, from his indigna- 

| Rs 4 tion 


(v) It is well worth our attention to mark the addreſi with which 
Eraſmus conducted himſelf in the difficult ficuation in which he ſtood. 

© Non patrocinor in preſentia Arrianis, qui toto pectore ſequor quod 
definivit eccleſia.” [Eraſmi Reſpons. ad Leum, p. 272. | | 

Ego ob hoc or iss iuun credo Filium eſſe ejuſdem eſſentiæ cum 
Patre, quod s10 interpretatur eccleſia: QUE CREDITURUS etiamſi - 
hie locus ſecus haberet apud nos quam habet.“ [lid. p. 278.] 
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tion againſt his Popiſh perſecutors, from his par« 
tiality to Eraſmus, and his approbation of the doc- 
trines of Luther, that he would have repreſented 
his MSS as agreeing with the five (alledged) MSS 
of Eraſmus, and with the opinion of Zuther. But 
he did not ſuffer his prejudices, or his reſentments, 
to warp his integrity. Thus tempted to act other- 
wiſe, R. Stephens's inſertion of this verſe in his 
Greek Teſtament can be conſidered in no other 
light than as an offering to truth, 


3. Nor can it be admitted that he falſified the 
evidence of his Greek MSS through any ſecret 
prejudice in favor of the verſe itſelf. For if he 
had once permitted himſelf to over- ſtep the 
bounds of truth from this motive, he certainly 
would have concealed at the ſame time the 
umpleaſing circumſtance, that ſeven of his MSS 
mangled the paſſage by an omiſſion of the words 


& TY oVeavmw, 


4. Nor, laſtly, can R. Stephens be ſuppoſed to 
have falſiſied the evidence of his Greek MSS 
through any fear of the Romiſh gn For he 
publiſhed his firſt Greek Teſtamenk in A. D. 1546. 
And his apprehenſions as to his perſonal ſafety, al- 

| though 
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though occaſionally ſtrong (ww) were not powerful 
enough, even in A. D. 1550, to prevent him from 
expoſing his New Teſtament of that year to pub- 
lic ſale in Parzs, and in the midſt of thoſe men 
who had become his determined foes on account 
of his publications of the New Teſtament, (x) 
"Tis true that when he was afterwards led ſeriouſly 
to contemplate his real ſituation, he found it to be 
unſafe, as well as unpleaſant z and therefore re- 
ſolved to (y) forſake it for ever. But this reſolu- 
tion was not taken definitively until five years, 

| at 


= % 


(wv) Murmur ſuboritur, quod ſtatim in ſolitos clamores erumpit (viz. on 
the publication of his _ Teſtament of A. D. 1541) n 
tertia jam vice latere cogerer. [Reſpons. p. 13.] 

« Eadem et Caſtellano refero [ viz. in A. D. 1549] illumque poſtre- 
num cvalere jubeo, quod viderem mibi patria cedendum eſe—Caſtellanus 
multis verbis Regi indicat abeundum mihi eſſe, natalique ſolo migrandum. 
— Reſpondet Rex non propterea mihi eſſe migrandum.——Ubi hac renun- 
tiata ſunt, conſiſto.” [Reſpons. p. 31.] 

(x) „ Ubi ex Aula reverſum vident ſecure Novum illud Teſtamentum 
exponere, audaciam privati hominis et typographi mirantur contra decre- 
tum Theologicum,” [Reſpons. p. 40.] 

) His grounds for this final reſolution are thus ſenſibly and af- 
fectingly ſtated by him. 

De Regis quidem prarfidio cur diffiderem, cauſa non „ fait. Sed quia 
mihi certamen erat cum tam virulentis belluis, nihil cenſui e melius quam 
l ſtinatæ malitiæ cedere. Impune enim illudere Regi poterant, ejuſque im- 
/ria contemnere : impune falſis et putidis delationibus imbuere principum 

cures : impune quidvis per fas et nefas in me machinari, Nec modus = 
Julſſet.“ * p. 41+] 


[ 
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at leaſt, had elapſed after the publication of his 
two Teſtaments of A. D. 1546. 


Thus acquitted from the ſuſpicion of having 
acted from the improper ſuggeſtions of pride, pre- 
judice, or fear, it ſeems that we ought to con- 
clude that R. Stephens ſtated the evidence of his 
Greek MSS ingenuouſly and correctly. Of which 
there is this additional important proof: namely, 
that in his Latin Teſtament of A. D. 1545 he 
gave information to the learned world, that ſome 
of his Greek MSS did omit the words e r og 


4 (=) in the very ſame manner in which he ſtated 


that omiſſion more fully, 'five years ſubſequent to 
this information, in the margin of his Greek Tel- 
tament of A. D. 1550, now in queſtion, 


The facts being thus clearly aſcertained, it re- 
mains that unleſs we are now, at length, to ſup- 
pole that R. Stephens firſt advanced an intentional 
falſehood in the face of the whole Chriſtian world, 

as 


(z) The verſes 1. John v: 7 and 8 are thus printed in this edition, 


* # 
P+ I 15. 
; * Pater Verbum et $ * Sanctus 2 . . . 
. @ hi tres unum fant. Ferre ht m Quoniam tres ſunt qui teſtimonium 


reftimonium dant in terra: Spirit Pos M's 1 
+ te. SIC leur qucdam — = dant.“ ſpiritus, et aqua, et ſanguis ; Et hi 
ria Greca. (omitting conſequent! . 
Greek words en to eurane). tres *unum ſunt. Si &c 
8. In unum ſunt gc quedam ex- 
emplaria Greca. i. unum et idem 
teſtantur. 
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as to the exiſtence of this verſe in his MSS, and 
that afterwards Theodore Beza, who had thoſe (a) 
MSS put into his hands which enabled him to de- 
tect the falſchood, did, inſtead of betraying, abet and 
ſupport him in it; unleſs we are now to deſpoil 
them both of thoſe characters of learning and 
worth, of probity and honor, with which their 
memories have been ſo long adorned and conſe- 
crated, and to conclude that they conſpired to act, 
in concert, the infamous (and in the preſent caſe 
impious) part of cheats and impoſtors : Unleſs we 
are now become deſperately determined to ſpeak, 
and act, in contradiction to the voice of all Europe, 
in defiance to the teſtimony of ages paſt and pre- 
ſent, as well as in utter ſubverſion of every prin- 
ciple of literary candor, and Chriſtian charity; 
we muſt feel ourſelves of neceſſity compelled to 
acknowledge, that what R. Stephens thus did inten- 
tionally, he allo did conſcientiouſly ; that he, and 
Theodore Beza, have a right to command our full 

aſſent, when they only affirm a plain fact which 
lay within their own knowledge, and which there- 
fore they were compleatly competent to aſcertain ; 
that R. Stephens did not place the latter ſemi-circle 


wrong, 


(a) This aſſumption will be further ſupported in the anſwer to the 
next ſucceeding objeRion of Dr. Benſon. 
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wrong, either by miſtake, or on purpoſe ;—and 
that when it is affected to teach us either by Dr. 
Benſon, or by Mr. Gibbon, of the typographical 
fraud, or error of R. Stephens, in the preſent in- 
ſtance at leaſt; or of the deliberate falſehood, or 
Strange miſapprehenſion of Theodore Beza ;—ſuch 
teaching is in vain |! | 


Theſe conſiderations feem to determine the 
whole debate, as to the MSS of R. Stephens. No- 
thing can weigh againſt them, but the actual pro- 

duction of the MSS themſelves, accompanied by 
indubitable proof that they do not contain the verſe 
in queſtion. And lo! the required Defideratum 
ſtands before us.— For Dr. Ben/on thus proceeds: 


XXIX. And his [R. Stephens's] MS$ 


are, upon the ſtricteſt examination, found ta 
want this diſputed paſſage.” 


As the deciſion of this point will materially af- 
fect the whole queſtion reſpeCting the originality 
of this Verſe, —you will, Sir, pardon me perhaps, 
if I treſpaſs ſomewhat longer than uſual upon your 
patience, in examining the foundation of this aſſer- 
tion, and ſhewing its falſehood at large. 


In 
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In the courſe of the controverſy (already men- 
tioned in (5) this letter) which aroſe in the begin- 
ning of the preſent century, between Mr. Martin 
and Mr. Emlyn, as to the originality of this Verſe ; 
the propriety of the obelus or ſemi-circle, as placed 
in R. Stephens's Greek Teſtament of A. D. 1550, 
was warmly denied by Mr. Emlyn, and ftrenuouſly 
defended by his antagoniſt. During the pen- 
dency, and indeed in the very height of this dif. 
pute, Father Le Long, a Prieſt of the Oratory at 

Paris, publiſhed in the Journal des Savans, A. D. 
1720, a letter, in which he affirms, that there were 
eleven Greek MSS then in the Royal Library at 
Paris, which had been kept there in the time of 
King Henry II. that they ſtill bore the uſual mark 
of the MSS of that Prince, namely a Crown ſur- 
mounted by a coronetted H ; that eight of theſe 
had yarious readings correſponding with thoſe 
noted on the inner margin of R. Stephens, and 
therefore were doubtleſs the MSS marked with the 
Greek numerals, mentioned by him in his Preface ; 
that only four of theſe, 9. +. g.. (numbered 2871, 
3445, 2242 and 2878) contained the Canonical 
Epiſtles ; that the MS ? in particular had only one 
(namely the firſt) of St. John's Epiſtles; that he 

ES „ 


| % Page 105. 
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had examined the MSS himſelf, and was perfectly 
ſatisfied of their identity. (c) 


This is the teſtimony of Le Long; which, F it 
bad been true, might have merited the commenda- 
tion which Dr. Ben/on has been pleaſed to beſtow 
upon it. But, unfortunately for this miſplaced 
eulogium, the account, thus given by Le Long, is 
a total miſapprehenſion, or miſrepreſentation of 
the caſe. 


As Le Long has ſubjoined to this letter a Liſt, 
which he ſtiles A Table of the MSS made uſe of 
by R. Stephens in his folio edition of the New 79, 
tament, 15 50, it ſeems expedient, for the better 
elucidation of the ſubject, to bring the contents of 
that Table into one point of view, and to annex 
it to the charges of Wetſtein and Grieſbach, who 
are alſo, with Le Long, accuſers of R. Stephens. 


E. Stephens's Their contents, Their contents Meir contents 
Greek MSS according to according to according to 
as numbered Le Long. Wetſtein. Gri 
by himſelf. 


Complutenſian Ed. con- Complutenſian Ed. Complutenſian Ed. 
taining all the N. T. 


8 Golpels, Acts. Goſpels, Acts. Goſpels, Acts. 
7 Goſp. (Royal MS. 2867) Goſp. (R. MS. 2867) Goſp. (R. MS. 2867 
nunc 84.) 
9 N, To 


(c) Emiyn's Reply, vol. ii, Lond, Edit, 1746, p. 372. 


D R. 


K. dre hen 
&. w 


0 N. T. except Apoc. 


s N. T. except Apoc. 
(K. MS. 3445) (4) 
7 Goſpels, 
2 Goſpels, 
The Epiſtles of Paul, 
— 
eter, 
x John (only) 
(K. MS. 2242.) 
1 Gelvels: 
(A. MS. 2861.) 
9 * N. T. except Apoc. 
Acts, 
Epiſtles of Apoſtles. 


(R. MS. 2878.) (F 


Acts, 
Epiſ. "of — 


1 


Goſpels. 


Acts, 

Epiſ. of Apoſtles, ex- 
cept 3 John and Jude. 

i9 Three Goſpels, 


Matthew, Luke, and 
John. 


is Seven Epiſ. of Paul, 
— with 1. 


(R MS. no number 


mentioned.) 


Their contonts &c. - 


BENSON, 207 


Their contents &c. Their contents &c. 


N. T. except A N. 2 vi Apoc. 
. (K. NMS. 2871 wave 106. 


N. T. except Apoc, N. I. except Apoc. 


(R. MS. 3425. (KR. MS. 3425 nunc 112.) 

. Goſpels. Goſpels. 

(K. MS. 2866.) (R MS 2866 nunc 72.) 

Goſpels. Goſpels (K. MS. 2242, 
(K. MS. 2242, Prol, nunc 49, ut widetur, 

: 46. aut etiam 47. 

Acts, Acts (X. MS, 2241, 
(Atta 4 Stephano zun 47: Semel a 
collata non /unt.) Stephano citatur in 
(R. M. 2241, Prol. Actis. 
Anne Epiſtles of Paul, 

(X. MS. 2241, unc, 
ut videtur, 47.) 
Canon. Epil. 

(R MS. 2241, nunc 47.) 

Goſpels. Goſpels, 


(R. MS. 2861.) 


(X. MS. 2861, nunc 62.) 
N. T. except Apoc. 


Ste phani 9 ut opinatur 


(Co. 200.) Wetſtemus. 
Acts, Acts, 
Epil. of Apoſtles, Epil. of Apoſtles. 
= MS. 287c.) (X MS. 2870nunc 102.) 
Acts, a 
Pell. "of Apoſtles. Epil. of Apoſtles. 
(De duobus ka t * 
cum nondum reper- 
ti ſint, nibil definire 
poſe. Vol. ii. p. 724.) 
a MS. 2862 ) (R. MS. 2862 nunc $3.) 
Acts, 


Peil. of Apoſtles. Epiſ. of Apoſtles, 


i5 Goſp. Luke and John. Apocalypſe. 


a) Poſſibly an error of the preſs for 3425. / 


Four Goſpels. Three 2 
(R. MS. 2865.) Matt. Luke, & John. 
(MS. S.. File, 774.) 
Acts, Acts, 
Epiſ. of Apoſtles, Epil. of Apoſtles, 
Apocalyple. Apocalyple. 
(R. MS. 2869.) (K. MS, 2869 nunc 
237+) 
Apocalypſe. 
| The 


(e) In the ſame volume, p. 724, Wetſtein corrects this No. 2241 into 2242, by which he puts himſelf 


Aill more Wrong. 


(7) Poſfibly an error of the preſs for 2870, 


For No. 2242, moſt certainly, contains the Goſpcls only. 


* 
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The charge againſt R. Stephens, thus brought by 
Le Long (which Wetftein and Grigſbach endeavour 
to ſupport) is—that the identical MSS, which R. 
Stephens uſed in his Edition of A. D..1550, were 
lately in the Royal Library at Paris, and are there 
now (for Grie/bach's teſtimony comes down nearly 
to the preſent time) and therefore that he collated 
them unfaithfully ; or, in other words, that he was 
guilty of a deliberate falſification of Scripture, 
For it has been already ſhewn that miſtake, or 
error, is out of this caſe, and therefore that no 
medium can be adopted in this conteſt. 
We will then, Sir, attend to theſe accuſers of 
R. Stephens, and endeavour to calculate the weight 
of their teſtimony. | 


1. Le Long, then, we may at once obſerve from 
the preceding ſtatement, contradifs himſelf, He 
affirms, in his Letter, that he found, in the Royal 
Library, eight Greek MSS, having various read- 
ings correſponding with thoſe noted on the inner 
margin of R. Stephens's Edition; and yet in his 
Liſt he is not able, as will be evidently ſeen on re- 
verting to it, to ſpecify more than fix. He in- 
deed makes a faint attempt to add another, :, to 
the Liſt : but, as he appropriates no - number, or 
particular 


— TT "0 — ry 
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particular deſcription to it, ſo vague an aſſertion 
will not be received as te/timony. 


2. Le Long is alſo contradifted by his co-ac- 
cuſers, the other two witneſles, 


Le Long ſays that there are in the Royal Library 
/ix MSS only (g) which were uſed by R. Stephens 
in his Edition of 1550. Whereas Grigſbach af- 
firms that their number is ine, and Wetftern aug- 
ments it to ten. 


Le Long ſays that no more than four of thoſe 
MSS contain the Canonical Epiſtles at all, viz. 
3. e. g. „ and that the MS 2. contained only a part 
of them. But Wetftein and Grigſbach affirm that 


the Canonical Epiſtles are contained in ve of 


thoſe MSS, and are found entire in all of them. 


Le Long ſays that R. Stephens had but one MS 
marked 2; and ſo indeed ſays R. Stephens himſelf. 


But Wetftein and Grigſbach both affirm that he had 


two MSS fo marked. 


P Le thay | 


(g) In his Lift, fx, with an effort at a ſeventh. In his Letter, eight. 

He is erroneous in almoſt every part of his account. Of the eight 
MSS which, he ſays, bear the coronetted H. three have it not. This 
is but a trifling inaccuracy ; yet it creates diſtruſt, 


„  —— 
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Le Long ſays that R. Stephens's Ms ę was 
marked No. 2242 in the Royal Library, and that 
it contained the Goſpels, the Epiſtles of St Paul, 
St. James, St. Peter, and the firſt Epiſtle of St. 
Fohn. WMeſſtein affirms that No. 2242 contains 
the Goſpels only; and that his newly diſcovered 
2 extends to the Acts (5) the Canonical Epiſtles, 
and thoſe of St Paul. Whilſt Grigſbach preſumes 
not to lay down the latitude of this new diſcovery 
from any obſervations of his own. (i) Stephani 
g Regius 2242, nunc 49, ut videtur, aut etiam 47 : 
—2241 nunc, ut videtur 47—are all that he ven- 
tures to put to the hazard on the ſubject, 


Le Long (as hath been in part obſerved before) 
ſays that this MS ? does rot contain the AQts of 
the Apoſtles. Meſſtein contradicts Ie Long, af- 
firming that it does contain the Acts, but that R. 

Stephens 


" (4) It may be thought, perhaps, that Le Long and Meiſtein might be 
reconciled by joining both theſe MSS, to form one 2 But neither 
fo will their witneſs agree together, United they compriſe more than 
the 2 of Le Long by three Epiſtles (2. and 3. Job, and Jude) and 
the Atts of the Apoſtles, : 

(i) The truth is that Griz/bach had viſited the Royal Library, and 


had found that neither 2241 nor 2242 would anſwer to Wetſtein's 
juſtification, His expreſſions are therefore ſtudiouſly obſcure. He 


would not ſay too much for J/e;/7ein's ſake, He could not be totally 
filent for his own, 
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Stephens () did not collate that part of the MS. 
In which laſt aſſertion he is contradicted in his 
turn by Grigſbach, who admits that R. Stephens 
has once (/) cited it to the Acts. | 


Le Long ſays that the MS i contains the three 
Goſpels of St. Matthew, St. Luke, and St. John. 
Wetſtein affirms that it contains the four Goſpels, 
that it is one of the Royal MSS, and is marked 
No. 2865. In all which aſſertions he is [again] 
contradicted by Grie/bach ; whoſe teſtimony is that 
is a MS of St. Victor's Library, is there marked 
774, and contains the Goſpels of St. Matthew, 
St. Luke and St. John only. (m) 


P 2 e Long 


) 


% R. Stephens collated his own 2 to the Acts. Weiſiein's ꝙ he 
probably never ſaw. It was not purchaſed into the Royal Library 
until more than a century after the death of R. Stephens ! 

(1) R. Stephens has cited his MS 4 no leſs than fifteen times to 
the Acts, once ſeparately, and fourtcen times ineluſively in his letter 
of reference x. On his own principles, Grieſbach ought to have ad- 
mitted theſe fifteen quotations, The paſſages are — Acts iii: 3, 20, 
V: 23, 36, ix: 5, zii: 41, xvii: 5 ( ſeparately) xix: 34» xx: 8, 
xxi: 3, xxii: 12 (ice) xxiv: 9, 20, and xxv: 7. 

(m) Grieſbach, without perceiving perhaps the full extent of his re- 
proach (for his partiality to him is apparent) has caſt a very ſerious 
imputation upon Weſtein in the following remark as to the MS .. 
A offpears to me that the Excerpta which Wetſtein crves as ſelec- 
tions from this MS, have been taken out of two or more MS3.” 


1 
1 
I 
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ENTS Long ſays that the MS iu contains ſeven 
Epiſtles only of St. Paul, beginning with the firſt 
to the Cormthians, But Weiftein and Grigſbach 
both affirm that it contains all the Epiſtles of St. 
Paul, together with the Acts, the Canonical Epiſ- 


tles, and the Apocalypſe. 


And laſtly, Le Long ſays that the MS «i con- 
tains the Goſpels of St. Luke and St. John. But 
Weiftein and Grigſbach both affirm that it contains 


the Apocalypſe only. 


- Such, Sir, is the ſhameful debility of (what may 

be termed) the external evidence againſt R, Ste- 

| phens. We will now proceed to examine the inter- 
nal evidence deducible from the MSS themſelves. 


+ Let it be then obſerved, in general, with reſpect 
to this internal evidence, 


1. That there is no MS, in the Catalogue of 
Le Long, which contains the Apocalypſe ; whereas 
the Apocalypſe is found in no leſs than four MSS 
of R. Stephens, VIZ, in k. la. is and is: two of 
which, « and it, he had received from the Royal 


Library. 
2. That | 
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2. That the 'MSS of Le Long's Catalogue, 
which refer to the Goſpels, are fewer by three 
than thoſe which refer to the ſame Goſpels in the 


Edition of R. Stephens. 


3. That in the Liſt of Le Long there are only 
ſeven MSS which refer to the Acts of the Apoſ- 
tles; whereas ten MSS are cited thereto in the 
margin of R. Stephens's Edition. 


4. That there are /hree fewer MSS in the Cata- 
logue of Le Long, which refer ro the Epiſtles to 
the Romans and Corinthians, than are found in the 
margin of the work of R. Stephens. And 


Laſtly, That in the Lift of Le Long there is 
not a ſingle MSS () which contains the words 
nern yn, of the eighth verſe of the chapter in queſ- 
tion. But theſe words were found in all the MSS 
of R. Stephens. (o) 


Thus it is manifeſt that the MSS of Le Long 
3 taken 


(n) Le Long's Letter, Emlyn, p. 273. 

(o) The note, which Theodore Bexa has left upon this part of the 
eighth verſe, is beyond all queſtion deciſive. Theſe words are not 
in the Syriac Verſion, nor in ſeveral very ancient Greek copies; but 


they are in our Greek Mö, and in the Latin Verſion,” [Appendix 
No. iii = 
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taken aggregately, or as a whole, have no parity or 
agreement with thoſe of R. Stephens. Let it be 
ſtill further obſerved that the argument, as to this 
internal evidence, acquires freſh ſtrength from the 
examination of particular MSS. For 


1. The MS, marked þ in the Lift of Le Long, 
contains the Goſpels and the Acts of the Apoſtles, 
only. But the MS of R. Stephens, which bore 
that mark, contained alſo the Epiſtle to the Ro- 
mans ; for it is cited by him, in the margin of his 
work, upon Romans iii: 10 ſeparately, and con- 
jointly in his letter of reference =, on ii: 5, xiv: 


. 9, 21, 0 and xv . 


The MS, marked : in the Catalogue of Le 
Long, does not compriſe the Apocalypſe: whereas 
the MS of R. Stephens, which was thus marked, 


did contain the Apocalypſe; becauſe he has referred 
to this MS in iii: 18, and xix: 14. (5) 


The 


(p) Dr. Mill imagines theſe two references to be miſtakes of ? for it, 
in which he has been followed by Werſtein. And the reference of 
3% hereafter mentioned has been conjectured in like manner to be a 
miſtake for x, And, as a conicquence, it has been poſitively aſſerted 
that R. Stephens had no more than two MSS to the Apocalypſe, 
ze and ig, and the Complutenſian Edition. Let it be replied, 

1. That conjectures _ to be very ſparingly indulged againſt the 
known 
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The two MSS, marked & and » in the Liſt of 
Le Long, do not contain the Acts of the Apoſtles. 
But both the MSS, which R. Stephens diſtinguiſhed 
by the ſame letters, did contain the Acts; for the 
latter is referred to by him ſeparately in xxiv : 
7 and 8, xxv: 14, xxvii: 1, and xxviii: 11; 
and the former, as hath been already remarked 
(7) no leſs than fifteen times, ſeparately and con- 
Jointly. 


The MS, marked with the letter +: in the Lift 
of Le Long, contains only the Acts and the Epiſ- 
tles. But the MS, which is denoted by this 
letter in the Edition of R. Stephens, ' compriſed 
alſo the Goſpels of St. Luke and St. Fohn. A 


various reading is quoted by R. Stephens from 
P 4 9 this 


known general accuracy of R. Stephens. I beg leave to aſſign this 
reaſon, once for all, as the foundation of my general ſubmiſſion to his 
margin, in preference to an adoption of imaginations which may be, 
and for aught that certainly appears to the contrary are, utterly 
groundleſs. And let it be further aſked, 
2. Why, if he had no other MSS to the Apocalypſe than a, 15 
and is (as is aſſumed in the objection) does he take the trouble of ſo 
frequently ſtating them at full length in bis margin, when his com- 
pendium r. would more eaſily, and as compleatly, have anſwered his 
purpoſe ? On this idea he has given himſelf this ſupervacaneous labor 
in no leſs than f/y-two inſtances ; which is an inadmiſſible ſuppoſt- 


tion. 


7) Page 211 „Note (/). 
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is MS (7) in St. Luke v: 19, and another (5) in 
St. John ii: 17. Again 1 


* 


The MS, marked a in Le Long's Catalogue 
comprehends, like the laſt- mentioned MS, no 
more than the Acts and the Epiſtles. But the 
MS of R. Stephens, which bore this mark, con- 
tained, moreover, the Goſpels of St. Matheus 
and St. John, together with the Apocalypſe. The 
citations of this MS in the margin of R. Stephens's 
Edition, which prove this aſſertion, are—St. Mai- 
thew x: 8, 10, xii: 32, St. John ii: 17 (t) and 
the Apocalypſe xiii: 4. (2) Again | 

The 


(r) It is alſo referred to by him, conjointly with the reſt of his 
MSS, in Luke iv: 7, vi: 23, 26 (twice) vii: 31, viii: 43, X: 20, 
xi: 8, 33, xii: 59, xiii: 8, xiv: 15, xviii: 9, 14, xxi: 36, xxii: 
30, and xxXiil : 54. : 

(s) Conjointly alſo in John 1: 28, 40, ii: 22, iii: 25, iv: 35, 
vi: 15, 24, 28, vii: 33, viii: g, xiv: 22, 30, and xvii: 11, 20. 

(z) Conjointly alſo in all the verſes mentioned in the laſt preceding 
note. | 

(2) The marginal reference to Apoc. xii: 2 is a, ie, zs, The for- 
mer ig, of theſe two, ought probably to have been i : which, if ad- 
mitted, will make two ſeparate references to the MS, , by R. Ste- 
phens. 

As there is evidently a miſtake here in R. Szephens's margin, it is 
not abſurd, or perverſe to try to gueſs at the proper correction. The 
abſurdity and perverſeneſs lie where the caſe is quite diſſimilar to this, 
namely, where the firſt gueſs muſt affect that zhere is a miſtake, in 
order to make room for the ſecond, the premeditated correction. 
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The MS, marked g in the Liſt of Le Long, 
compriſes the Goſpels only. But the MS of R. 
Stephens, which was denoted by this mark, com- 
prehended alſo the firſt Epiſtle to the Corinthians; 
for he has referred to it in the margin of 1. „ 


xv: 44. (v) Again 


The MS, modus in Le Long Catalogue 
contains no more than the Acts and a part of the 
Epiſtles. But in that of R. Stephens, which car- 
ried this mark, were comprehended alſo the Goſ- 
pels of St. Matthew and St. Fobhn. Various read- 
ings are copied by him from thence, in the mar- 
gins of St. Matthew xxvii: 64 (w) and of St. 


Jobn ii: 17. (x) Again 


The MS, marked d among thoſe of Le Long, 
comprehends only the three Goſpels of St. Mat- 
thew, St. Luke, and St. John. But the MS, de- 
noted by theſe letters in the Edition of R. Ste- 
bens, compriſed likewiſe the Acts of the Apoſtles, 


and 


(v) Conjointly alſo in i: 29, vi: 5, 7, vii: 29, and ix: 27, 

(w) Conjointly alſo in ii: 11, ili: 8, v: 44, 47, vi: 18, vii: 14. 
Vil: 5, ix: 5, 17, 33, X: 28, xi: 16, xii: 6, 8, 21, 35, iii, 33. 
40, XIV: 19, xvii: 14, xviii: 6, 19, 28, xix: , Xxi: 1, 3, xxii: 
7» xxiii: 36, XXIV 2 17, xxvi: 55, 74, xxvii: 35, 42, and xxviii: 19. 

(x) Conjointly alſo in Jobs i: 28, 40, ii: 22, iii: 25, iv: 35s 
VI: 15, 24, 28, vii: 33, viii: 9, xiv ; 22, zo, and xvii: 11, 26. 
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and the ſecond Epiſtle of St. Peter. It is cited by 
R. Stephens in the margin of Acts xiii: 15 (y) and 
of 2. Peter i: 4. (3) Again 


The MS of Le Long, marked it, contains no 
part of the New Teſtament except ſeven of the 
Epiſtles of St. Paul. But the MS of R. Stephens, 
which bore this mark, comprehended alſo the 
Apocalypſe. The references to this MS, in that 
part of his work, are too numerous to be here par- 
ticulariſed. They abound in almoſt every page. 
Finally 


The MS of Le Long, which is marked ig, con- 
tains only the Goſpels of the two Evangeliſts St. 
Lule and St. John. But the MS of R. Stephens, 
which was thus marked, did certainly further com- 
priſe the ſecond Epiſtle to the Cormthians at leaſt, 
the firſt Epiſtle to Timothy, and the Apocalyple ; 
becauſe this MS is referred to, by R. Stephens, in 
2. Cor. xil: 11 ſeparately, and in v: 4, viii: 19, 
24, and xi: 22 conjointly; and in 1. Tim. iii: 3 

ſeparately, 


60) Conjointly alſo in Acts iii: 3, 20, v: 23, 36, ix: 5, xiii: 41, 
ix: 34, XX: 8, xxi: 3, xxii: 12 (twice) xxiv: 9, 20, and xxv . 
Dr. A miſtakenly affirms (Prol. 117) that this MS contained no 
Chapter but the tenth, or rather a part of the tenth, of the Acts of 
the Apoſtles. 

(z) Conjountly alſo 2. Pet. ii: 14, 


a 
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ſeparately, and vi: 5 conjointly. The references 
to this MS are too many to be here ſpecified at 
large. 


And now, Sir, will you contend with Le Long 
that you are ſatisfied. of the identity of theſe 
MSS? Or will you ſay, with Dr. ' Benſon, that 
theſe are the MSS of R. Stephens, and that, on 
the ſtricteſt examination, they are found to want 
this diſputed paſſage? You will not venture to 
do either. The MSS in queſtion have ſcarcely 
any thing in common with each other. They do 
not agree in the general reſemblance. They differ 
in almoſt every ſeparate feature. Accuſations thus 
incoherent and inconſiſtent, thus variant and con- 
tradictory, ought not to have the leaſt weight (a) 
againſt a man ſo truly reſpectable as R. Stephens, 
even if they could not be met by a direct con- 
futation. But the MSS in the Royal Library at 
Paris, thus imputed to R. Stephens, have been lately 

examined; 


(a) This coneluſion was drawn in the two former editions of theſe 
Letters, And, as far as argument alone could prevail, it ſeemed to 
ſtand upon the moſt ſatisfactory foundation, But an actual compari- 
ſon of thoſe MSS with the margin of R. Stephens, made by me at 
Paris in A. D. 1791, has furniſhed evidence, in ſupport of that ar- 
gument, which ſeems to be unanſwerably convincing. A brief de- 
ſeription of the Greek MSS of the N. T. in the Royal Library at 
Faris in 1791 may be found in Appendix No. xxxvi. 
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i | examined ; the reſult of which examination is 
1 that Le Long, Weiftein and Grigſbach are falſe ac- 
| cuſers, and that their MSS are NoT the MSS of 

100 R. Stephens. A few proofs of the truth of this 
id; | obſervation ſhall here be ſtated, as to each of theſe 

| I: | MSS. And 

4 | „The MS in the Royal Library at Paris, No. 

4 30 1 is not the MS y of R. Stephens. For 

4 | | That MS reads 70156 E e108; in Matt. WJ 27 

ws which words were not read in the MS y of 929 

170 | Stephens. | 

$41] 

i Ml That MS reads oc av anoxuen in Matt. v: 32; 
| F | : but the MS Y of R. Stephens read 1s G a&TOAvwy in 

= | this verſe. 

| | | That MS reads «a: ae ra XUVZPLG only in Matt. 
k | xv: 27; whereas R. Stephens's y (as he has e- 


cially informed us) read ua yag no T6 ee in 
this paſſage. 


That MS reads TeoTeY av amo TIS Cupuns in Matt. 
xvi: 11; 5 but R. Stephens 8 7 read WIG reo 
XxTe dt amo rng Sohns 1 in this paſſage. 


That 
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That MS reads ayyiaG” e zara Xa1p00 in Fohn 
v: 4; but R. Stephens's y read the paſſage thus 
ayye\G> yag Rvęis xara xaos, 


That MS reads 3 Inozs, u Te lanracoe in Jobn vi 
173 but R. Stephens's 7 read o Incase eg re TAowy* u Te 


(2\zo0% in this paſſage. 


That MS reads wag ou o axuw in Jobn vi: 45 
whereas R. Stephens affirms that his MS y did not 
read axzw in that verſe. | 


That MS reads EYW AG%&AW vpiv in Tohn vi: 633 
but R. Stephens's y read tyw AAzAmae van, 


That MS reads 4c ww ym. us & in John viii: 63 
but R. Stephens's y read «s T1 ynv pn Tgoomuzper Oy. 
«; % in this paſſage. 


That MS reads ews rn ET xa WY in Jobn viii: 93 
of which R. Stephens has informed us that his y 
did not contain a ſingle word. 


Thus it appears evident that the MS 84 1s not 
the MS y of R. Stephens, Let it be now fur- 
ther ſhewn that it is not ANY of his MS8. For 


p 
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That Ms, 84, reads Tw EXATOVT APN W in Matt. vili: 
read exarorragxn in that paſſage. 


That MS reads a: eri ro ovopar: in Matt. xii 
21 ; r Yuvaix% avrs Taperr(©” Noys Woprects, Woe aur 
porxevf nant x 0 &WOAEAUpevnv in Matt, xix : 93 eve(3ne 
c eig r WA0IG IN Jobn vi: 24; g 0Uy auTEv Wine 


x Ene ex 1g XOEX5 HUTWYP Xa ovJag in Jobn vii: 30— 


And all theſe readings are in contradiction to the 
text, as well as to ALL the MSS of R. Stephens. 


11. The MS in the Royal Library at Paris, No. 
106, 1s not the MS, 9, of R. Stephens. For 


That MS reads «a: yoo eV avdewn(©- 1/41 in Ads 
Xx: 26; but the 9 of R. Stephens read eyw ar a 
ben & in this paſſage. 


That MS reads In2zrarny. ov a4 avarcy in Acts x: 


39; but the paſſage was thus read by the 2 of R. 
Stephens —lItgEO-onupos Ov XK&%: avainhay, 


That MS reads « r ovopatt Ince Xows in Acts x! 
48 ; but R. Stephens's d read the verſe © t . 


Ts Kvpiz Ince Xe, 


That 
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That MS reads THPEKANTEDS Ev bu. rey Tov Aﬀzov AN 
ert in Acts xt: 1 53 but the #8 of R. Stephens 
read only Fg "_ Toy Acov AEYETE in this 


paſſage. 


That MS reads trirętxtrai 008 urig FEUUTE AEYEW® in 
Acts xxvi: 1; but the 8 of R. Stephens read this 
paſſage thus—exireręamra. To; AEYay n CERUTE, 


That MS reads ara peTaro3eay reo only, in 
Acts xxvii: 33; but R. Stephens affirms that his 
Mg; read this paſſage with the addition of Twp 
thus—ararras ut ra rue Teens. 


That MS reads amo Tn; hee hane &Zea0gox in Acts 
viii: 3; whereas R. Stephens's 3 read dug, 


as he has ſpecially noted, in this —_ 


Proceeding now to the firſt Epiſtle &f St. Tobn, 
let it be remarked that 


The MS, No. 106, reads nutis OUY RY AT WHEY ori in 
„n iv: 19; but the 9 of R. Stephens read 
T4515 0UY RY GT WhEY GUTOV OT in the correſponding paſ- 


age. 


That MS reads gag ibn varies in 1. Fobn ii: 
133 
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13 but this paſſage was written ele vpe nN 
* the # of R. Stephens, 


Theſe examples ſeem ſufficient to prove that the 
Greek MS, No. 106, of the Royal Library at 
Paris, is not the MS 94 of R. Stephens. Let it be 
now further ſhewn that it is not ANx of his M88. 


For 


The MS, 106, reads £68 Siem oi rod of? xa. 
reftvehern in Acts ix: 31, in contradiction to all 
the MSS of R. Stephens. 


That MS reads c NA mopeveg) ai tango tig r ide“ ditr- 
Ge de uro Xa 0:Jagxovtur, after avroac in Adds 
Xxiv: 18. 


That MS reads a: 9 BOAEYO[aevwy AUTWY THRANCIO, EMLI- 
ray rug ON ABS a0 aL. ar aur, AcVourrs ori oudey aAnbes 
AEYBCW QUANG Wavto eudorrai' after Ida in Acts xiv: 
19; of both which additions, juſt mentioned, nei- 
ther the text, nor the margin of R. Stephens ex- 
hibits a fingle word. 


That MS reads aurwy vn annua Awrpepns in 3. 
Jobn g. 


That 


org 
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That MS reads r t / ytachai e a A h 


01% weravO” x NaN 9 Yeager, in 3. Fohn, 133 
both readings diſagreeing with the text, as well 
as with the MSS of R. * 


111. The Ms in the Royal Library at — 
marked No. 112, is not the MS, «, of R. Stephens, 


For 


That MS reads o. axoxz0hcarres Hẽj Th nay yerrcre 
orav in Matt. xix : 28 but the MS, , of R. Ste- 
hens read oi axoaubnoavres N diceonnv tx A 0Tavy in the 


correſponding paſſage. N 


That Ms reads oux WAXeTn in Matt. xxv: 93 
whereas R. Stephens has ſpecially informed us that 
his MS, e, read 0UX apxeces in that verſe, | 


That MS reads ano rug dveas xa txalnro (without 
the words me prnuers) in Matt. xxviii: 2; but R. 
Stephens's MS, t, added thoſe words to this paſſage, 


reading 1 it are rng bogag Ts prrpeas xa exalnro, 


That MS reads r axzorres In Mark vi: 2; 
whereas R. Stephens has ſpecially remarked that his 
MS, fo read Ton axzravres in that verſe. 


Q | That 
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That MS reads -TYSAFUNHNTCR TW , in Mark 
vii: 26; but R. Stephens affirms that his MS, ., 
read ovgagomoce in this paſſage. 


That MS reads Kai un xelert in Luke vi: 37; 
whereas R. Stephens has ſpecially remarked that 
his MS, , did not read xa in this verſe, 


That MS reads d tov 0:G@N0y10ju0v in Luke ix: 


47; but R. Stephens's MS, «, read ade (and not 


dur) in this paſſage. 


That MS reads «yannoarrO> ,s. vrh,Eila in 
Rom. viii: 37; but R. Stephens has particularly 
remarked that his MS, , read here the word Xzz 
allo, thus—ayarnoavr©> nos Xęigu TETEUT pci, 


Theſe inſtances ſeem abundant enough to ſhew 
that the MS No. 112, in the Royal Library at 


Paris, is not the MS, , of R. Stephens. A few 


variations ſhall be here added to prove that it is 
not ANY of his MSS. For this MS reads 


Ecfic xa mwe in Matt. xxiv: 49, 
Kai o xe aphnorrai an avrs* 0 rNywv WTH , anne 
in Matt. xxv: 20, 


To nTopxopevte Tw dintony in Matt. XXV: 41, 
| EA NM, 
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Earyyore daαο,ẽͤie oi. og de gwgrre, tu: ru⁴⁵ο apratorres 
oug de ct tv p pigurres in Jude aa, 292 


in contradiction to the text, as well as to the mar- 
gin of R. Stephens, Further 


R. Stephens affirms that all his MSS read aps- 
br (* in Matt. Ix: 2. But the MS, No. 112 
now in queſtion, reads agrures , in this paſ- 
ſage. | Led | b en 


R. Stephens affirms that all his MSS had a note 
of interrogation after the words cvaaefer; pe in 
Matt. xxvi: 55. But the MS, 112, has no note 
of interrogation after theſe words. 


R. Stephens affirms that all his MSS read yaenre 


in Luke vi: 23. But the MS, 112, reads xaeneere 
in that verſe. 


R. Stephens affirms. that all his MSS read «gurr1v 
in Luke xi: 33. But the MS, 112, reads axgurrov 
in that paſſage. 


R. Stephens affirms that all his MSS read «2rew 
in Rom, xiv: 9. But the MS, 112, reads «Cn: in 
that verſe, 


Q 2 Iv. The 
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IV. The MS in the Royal Library at Paris, 
marked No. 72, is not the MS, 8, of R. Stephens. For 


f That MS reads 08 et rogevojueyou J. aurns in Matt, 
vii: 13; whereas R. Stephens particularly affirms 
that his MS, s, read appar in that verſe. 


R, Srepben Ae that his MS, 75 read Tay 0 
dera gen in Matt, vii: 19, But the MS 72 does no 
read eu in that paſſage. 


Ke. Stephens declares that his MS, 5, read wars; « 
t Sof in Matt. vii: 2 3. But the MS, 724 
does not read the word Tavrss in that verſe. 


R. Stephens affirms that his MS, , read xa tba; 
e Inges in Matt. ix: 1. But the MS, 72, does not 
read o In;z; in that paſſage. 


R. Stephens affirms that his MS, , read gw 
muxa in Mark i: 35. But the MS, 72, reads Tea 
£vvvx0y in that verſe. 


R, PROT declares that his MS, , omitted 
the word xa: before odge in Mark ii: 21. But 
the MS, 72, does rot omit xa: in that paſſage. 


R, Stephens 


R. Stephens affirms that his MS, , read Bug 
duvatbal in Mark iii: 20. But the MS, 72, reads 
un dora g only in that verſe. | | 


R. Stephens declares that his MS, 5, added the 
words Toy Aoyov after avros in Mark iv: 34. But 
the MS, 72, does not exhibit this addition. 


R. Stephens affirms that his MS, , read aaa d. 
Tous in Mark iv: 36. But the MS, 72, reads 
70284 in that paſſage. 


Theſe variations are ſufficient to prove that the 
MS, No. 72, in the Royal Library at Paris is NOT 
the MS, s, of R. Stephens. A few others ſhall be 
ſubjoined to ſhew that it is not ANY of his MSS. 
For 


ALL the M88 of R. Stephens read uaAwu; Toure 
1015 Nitstis unat in Matt. v: 443 of which clauſe 
the MS, No, 72, has not one word. It omits 
moreover the clauſe EVAOYEITE TES XATAPWHhEVES e, and 
reads roche vrt TWy 0:WX0vTWv vas” in diſſenſion 
(as it ſeems) with all the authorities of R. Stephens. 


The MS, 72, reads acracnebe 25 adinpus in Mail. 
V: 47. But R. Stephens affirms that ALL his MSS 
read 
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read ru; . in this paſſage. It alſo reads 9: a0 
rare T0i85y in the ſame verſe, in oppoſition both to 
the text and the margin of R. Stephens. 


That MS reads «aroragxw in Matt. viii: 13. 
But ALL the MSS of R. — read exaroragxn 
in this paſſage. 


That MS reads G@PEWYT A; CO, in Matt. in: . But 


R. Stephens affirms that ALL his MSS read agtuvras 
cz 1n this verſe, 


That MS reads aN ee TeoTexuves IN Matt, 
Ix: 18 3 and bnoaves 716 xaονν6 aur ex2anrna a a in 
Matt. xii: 35. And both theſe caſes are contra- 
dictions to the margin, as well as to the text of 
R. Stephens. 


v. The MS in the Royal Library at Paris, 
marked No. 47, is not the MS, g, of R. Stephens, 
For 


R. Stephens affirms that his MS, 2, read wary 
v o evexri in Malt. v: 48. But the MS, 47, 
reads TATN , 0 £v TOS OUpavcis in this verſe. 


R. Stephens 
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R. Stephens declares that his MS, 2, read ro n- 


ene X THY M in Matt. xii: 1 33 of which 


the MS, 47, does not exhibit a ſingle word. 


R. Stephens remarks that his MS, &, read xargwy 
8 Tuviere in Matt. xvi: 3. But the MS, 47, reads 
raig 8 dural: in that paſſage. 


R. Stephens declares that his MS, e, read gag 
urdu in Malt. xix: 24. But the MS, 47, reads 
eapid . diebe in that verſe. 


R. Stephens affirms that his MS, 2, read Saco 
eue in Matt. xix: 28, neither of which words 
are found in that paſſage in the MS 47. 


R. Stephens remarks that his MS, e, read » pn 
egen in Matt. xxv: 9. But the MS, 47, reads 


Error BY &PXECN in that verſe. 


R. Stephens declares that his MS, 85 read x ev. 
Naępig nas in Matt. xxvi: 26. But che MS, 47, 
reads x EVAOYncas in that verſe. 


R. Stephens affirms that his MS, 2, read avafwe, 


, T8 Rvpis evoy Op in I. Cor. xi: 27. But the MS, 


47, reads aaf, tre only in that paſſage. 


R. Stephens 
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R. Stephens remarks that his MS, 2, read ab 
* Ho Xn&vy 4c in 1. Cor, xv: 14. But the MS, 47; 
reads G%p% T0 XNeVY Ac only in that paſlage. 


R. Stephens declares that his MS, 2, read tw vor, 
in 1. Cor. xv: 57. But the MS, 47, reads ro didorr, 
in that verſe. 


A few examples ſhall now be adduced to ſhew 
that the MS, 47, is not any of R. Stephens's MSS, 


That MS reads tx TOVT HP NW in Matt. viii: 1 Js 
But all the MSS of R. Stephens read £XaTOVTOEXM in 
this paſlage. 


That MS reads Axyoures ors 80emore in Matt. ix: 
33. But all the MSS of R. Stephens read Ar 
aderort only in this verſe. 


That MS reads brurtage in 1. Cor. ix: 27. But 
all the MSS of R. Stephens read vor GC in this 
paſſage. 


Nor has the MS No. 49, in the ſame Library, 
a better title to be diſtinguiſhed by the name of 
R. Stephens than its rival, No. 47. For 


R. Stephens 
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R. Stephens declares that his MS, 2, read rare 
vay 0 ou G-> in Matt. v: 48. But the MS 49 
reads rare Viawy 0 Ev TOS ob ee in this verſe. 


R. Stephens affirms that his MS, 2, read dia 
yo! in Matt. xix: 28. But the MS 49 has 
neither of thoſe words in this paſlage. 


R. Stephens affirms that his MS, C, read ws xoxxov 
evenrs in Mark iv: 31. But the MS 49 reads 
ws d Tarewus in that paſſage. 


R. Stephens affirms that his MS, 2, read avrw 1 
1 duvape---yworres in Mark vi: 2. But the MS 


49 reads aur x dv (only) followed by Yivoy= 
724 in this verſe, 


R. Stephens affirms that his MS, 2, read — 
bun, in Mark vii: 26. But the MS 49 reads 
coe po 1 in this pallage. 


A few examples ſhall be ſubjoined to ſhew 
that the MS 49 is not ANY of the MSS of R. 
Stephens, For 


The MS 49 reads apruyra: Co 4 apagrins in 
R : Matt. 
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Matt. ix: 2. But all R. Stephens's MSS read age. 
errai e in this paſlage, 


That MS reads uu. evexpurey in Matt. X111 ; 33. 
But all R. Stephens's MSS read eg in this verſe, 


That MS reads ov ouv v. Azyes Terps auTEs in Jobn 
vill: 5, in contradiction to the margin, as well as 
to the text of R. Stephens. 


vi. The MS in the Royal Library at Parit, 
marked No. 62, is not the MS, , of R. Stephens, 
For 


R. Stephens declares that his MS, , read way 
g OTFIOW hv, YEYEATTCN in Matt. iv: 10. But 
the MS, No. 62, reads UT&YE CATHVG, (only) in this 
paſlage, followed by YeYeaTTh inſtead of YEYPAnTE!,' 


R. Stephens affirms that his MS, », read us xag- 
dig t in Matt. xii: 35. But the MS 62 
reads rng xd GUTB * in this verle, | 1 

R. Stephens affirms that. his MS, , read aa 
gra n mgopnrac (only) in Matt. xiii: 14. But the 
MS 62 reads EAVATANgETAL tv Tor n TEOPHTEIC in this 


paſſage. 


R. Stephens 


1-17 
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R. Stephens affirms that! his MIS, „, read or yr- 


YeaTTH t Hoa in Mark 1: 2. But the MS 62 
reads xabws YEYeanTai iv Tw I, in that verſe, 


R. Stephens affirms that his MS, „, read an 
AovTas ap piBanren in Marl i: 16. But the MS 62 
has not the word «pp:3ancee in that paſſage. 


Nor is this MS, 62, any of R. e 


MSS, For 
6 


The MS 62 reads XYETES a Eu in Matt. TT 8. 
But R. Stephens affirms that all his MSS read zag- 
Toy aZov in this verſe, 


That MS reads acer d rw Ines in Matt. viii: 


5. But the words v Ines were not read in any of 
the MSS of R. Stephens, 


That MS reads peu in Matt. xii; 6. But all 
the MSS of R. Stephens read hege in this paſſage. 


That MS reads xa: Tapaywy wage vnn Wara((rav Ti 
Y2)Maog we Trpuwre Kos avderav Tov ade\ per ji IN 
Mark i: 16, in direct contradiction to the text, ag 
well as to all the MSS of R. Stephens, 


R 2 vit. The 8 
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vii; The Ms in the Royal Library at Paris, 
marked No. 102, is not the MS, , of R. Stephens, 


For 


R. Stephens affirms that his MS, ty read c & 
etyvrro in Acts vii: 12. But the MS 102 reads 
ora in this verſe. 


R. Stephens affirms that his MS, «, read ou, w 
«0; in Acts xiii: 31. But the MS 102 reads «- 


rute (omitting vr) followed by «ow in this paſſage. 


R. Stephens affirms that his MS, , read I 
& in Acts xvi: 7. But the MS 102 does not read 
& in this verſe. 


R. Stephens affirms that his MS, , read wwe ua 
ra ravra in Acts xvii: 2 5 But the MS 102 reads 
u X&ATE TATE in this paſſage. 


Re. Stephens affirms that his MS, , read u onpi- 


Nu xa A CHN am aur rag vousg===TiVES Ma WTO 


in Acts xix: 12, 13. But the MS 102 reads xa: 


GINA xa exTopevesNai rag vouug==TIVES ar in this paſ- 


ſage. 


R. Stephens 


J. 
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R. Stephens affirms that his MS, , read wes ros 
Nan in Acts xxi: 16. But the MS 102 does 
not read Ts in this verſe, 


R. Stephens affirms that his MS, , read gre 
pzerve@» in Acts xxii: 20. But the MS 102 
reads Tewropaerve@s in this paſſage. 


R. Stephens affirms that his MS, ly read EXMET Wit 


in Acts xxvii: 29. But the MS 102 reads areou- 
i in this verſe, 


R. Stephens affirms that his MS, , read vu 
u in James iii: 6. But the MS 102 does not 
read nw in this verſe, 


R. Stephens affirms that his MS, , read arg Co- 
dal emionuw, dear (only) in James iii: 13. 
But the MS 102 adds the words « bu after eri5n- 
wy in this verſe. 


R. Stephens affirms that his MS, , read naar 
ace T1; 09s Tns ahnbelae, ſuperadding the words ods vnc 
to his text in James v: 19. But the MS 102 
does not exhibit this (or any other) addition to the 
text of R. Stephens in this paſſage. 


R. Stephens 
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R. Stephens affirms that his MS, ., read Tip 
CpxpTiuY npAwy amehavyt only in 1. Pei. iii: 18. But 
the MS 102 adds vn in this paſſage, reading it 


regt ahαε r VEG NAWY awer. 


R. Stephens affirms that his MS, ., read va; 
adi in 2. Pet. ii: 8. But the MS 102 reads 
vuag cyammrou in this verſe. 


R. Stephens affirms that his MS, :, read 4 vd 
d Tvevuar0” xo wiper? in I, Fohn v: 6. But the 
MS 102 reads di ddr xa: appear only in this 
paſſage. 


Theſe inſtances are more than abundantly ſuf- 
ficient to prove that the MS, No. 102, in the 
Royal Library at Paris, is not the MS, , of R. 
Stephens. A very few examples ſhall be ſubjoined 
to ſhew that it is zo? ANY of the MSS of R. Sie- 


pbens. 


The MS 102 reads xa, after Muνοο in 
Acts iii: 3. But R. Stephens affirms that none of 


his MSS read age in this verſe. 


The 
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The MS 102 reads | 
Eugoy avdea TIW&X j4&Y0v in Acts xiii: 6, 
Towæ r e Wen Geggeα 1 in Acts xx: 45 and 
Ma MAο ri WAcvy tis rug x in Acts xxvii: 2— 
And all theſe readings are in abſolute contradiction 


to the margin, as well as to the text of R. Sie- 
pbenc. And laſtly, 


viil. The MS in the Royal Library at Paris, 
marked No. 237, is not the MS, 10, of ** Stem 
phens. For 


R, Stephen affirms that his MS, ie, read *nevypae in 
1. Cor. i: 6. But the MS No. 2 37 reads [cgTUpiION, 
and not xngvype, in that verſe. This, although 
ſingle, is ſo ſtrong a proof, that it might almoſt 
ſuperſede the neceſſity of adducing any further 


evidence to this point, But let it be further re- 
marked that 


R. Stephens affirms that his MS, , read Baſis 
AUXy KA Ee in Apocy b: 6. But the MS 237 
reads GAE 1b tg only in this verſe. 


R. Stephens affirms that his MS, t, read td id eg: 


ver Hana in Apoc. ii: 14. But the MS 237 reads 


tage Tov H 1N this paſſage, 
R. Stephens 


— 
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R. Stephens affirms that his MS, 1, read Cd 
in Apoc. iv: 3. But the MS 237 reads ({agvuu 
in this verſe. 


R, Stephens affirms that his MS, , read « na 
ty euTov £900 in Apoc. iv: 8. But the MS 237 
reads « va e «xo» only in this paſſage, 


R. Stephens affirms that his MS, , read avrz re 
wonrun(ou xaT% T8 d αενν in Apoc. xii: 7. But 


the MS 2 37 reads aurs WoAtun(a (not rv) At (not 


aa ra 12 dgaxorr@> in this verſe, 


Theſe inſtances ſeem ſufficient to ſhew that the 
MS 237 is not the MS , of R. Stephens. Others 
ſhall now be cited to prove that it is not ANY of 
the MSS which were uſed by him, 


The MS, 237, reads 
O de yajpnl({as HEELnw⸗a Th v Kol Wis apertr Th yvi, ptr 
fhEpi5 Rs, Xs 1 yurn in I. Cor. vii: 33, 34. 
Tis vnag evexoier in Galat. v: 75 
Eywei(ev paor in Epbeſ. iii: 3, 
O dee Xęigαο exap (aro nv in Epbef. iv: 32, 
Ei vis (wanyxye in Philipp. ii: 1, 
Azodixera* xa o o tog li- in Coloſſ. ii: I, 
Tis 


D R. 5 E NS OK. ut 


Ts rap ny oveCwortoindes nucs Guy abro in Colof, 
i: 13, | * | 

Evaętgov tv Kvpi in Colofſ. lil : 26, 

Ape was ro Ae xug o d in Apoc. 1 

Ileus rig tra tune, eig Epeooy, in Apoc. 1 I, 

Kara (u ori---rpopnrs in Apoc. 11: 20, | 

KeorAvgiov we tyyor( in Apoc. iii: 18, 

Ezoatav p π,ẽLb n in Apoc. vi: 10, 

Kai eAevxabay &y TW apart TE avis in Apoc. vii: 143 


ALL which readings are in contradiction to the 
text and margin of R. Stephens, 


Let it be juſt briefly remarked, that the MS 
237 reads Efgaior A, xays I(pantra C, xays* 
(neon ABeanm 205 xoya* in 2. Cor. xi: 225 with- 
out any note of interrogation ſubjoined to any of 
the three clauſes of which this verſe is compoſed. 
But R. Stephens ſpecially affirms that all his MSS 
ſubjoined notes of interrogation to all theſe clauſes : 
And further, and laſtly, that | 


The MS 2 37 reads 6 v ladeg tCoratyropeven in 
Apoc. vii: 8. But R. Stephens declares that none 
of his MSS read theſe words in this paſſage. "Hou 


8 Theſe 
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. Theſe are ſome of the contrarieties, the irrecon- 
cileable diſſenſions, which interpoſe themſelves be- 
tween the MSS now in debate and the margin of 
R. Stephens. They are few in compariſon with 
the (5) number which might be adduced. They 
have been ſelected rather to ſhew the nature of the 
variations which decide the fate of this great queſ- 
tion, than their number. If a general and remark- 
able ſimilarity had prevailed between theſe MS8 
and the margin of R. Stephens, and theſe recited 
variations had been very few and unimportant, 
had attached themſelves to his text only (and there- 
fore had been ſuch as R. Stephens might poſſibly 
have overlooked in his collation) and mot to his 
margin: all theſe conſpiring circumſtances might 
have left the queſtion ſtill at iſſue between the ac- 
cuſers and the advocates of R. Stephens. But the 
concluſion from the whole of the examination 


thus 


(2) The diſcordances herein before ſtated are about one hundred and 
thirty only in number, out of more than zineteen hundred which I noted 
from theſe eight MSS in 1791. And yet I did not collate the whole of 
any of theſe MSS ; being anxious only to collect juſt ſo much evidence 
of their identity, or non- identity, as might be compleatly ſatisfactory 
and convincing. My attention was ſpecially turned to the MS No. 
106, becauſe it is declared to be R. Stephens's q, not only by Weiſtein 
and Griz/bach, but in the printed Index of the Library; not deſiſting 
from the examination of that MS until more than 700 variations had 


been collected from it, of which nearly 200 are of a very deciſive 
kind, | 
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thus made, | is, that there exiſts no | ſocks general and 
remarkable ſimilarity: And the particular varia» 
tions juſt ſtated exhibit many inſtances, not only 
of paſſages where theſe MS8 tefuſe' to coaleſce 
either with the text or with the margin of R. Sie- 
phens—not only where they ſet forth readings ut- 
terly diſconſonant from thoſe in which R. Stephens 
declares that all his MSS agreed—but (which is 
the ſtrongeſt of all proofs in a caſe like this) where 
particular paſſages of given MSS had been parti- 
cularly examined by R. Stephens, where the re- 
ſult of that examination had been ſpecifically 
noted by him in his margin, and yet where the MSS 
now imputed to him differ totally from. the par- 


ticular readings ſo ſpecifically noted and recorded. 


It nell now expedient to attend to ſome diff 
culties which have ariſen from a too haſty 1 inter- 
pretation of certain expreſſions of R. Stephens on 
the ſubje& of his MSS. And theſe are _ 


„ 695 
* Reſpondeo [zfſe] quindecim relata in bibliothe- 
cam Regiam.” (c) And 


S 2 A Suni 


le) In juſtice to R. Stephens this deſcription ſhall here be ſtated 
more at large. 

* Tandem to cupidius in eorum conſpectum weniens quo ni bi poſiremum 

| id 
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Funt autem cum alia, tum ea omnia gr in Rea 
bir Gallorum bibliotheca nn 4) | 


"The "IRE of theſe quotations has been inter- 
ance. into an affirmation, on the part of R. Ste- 
Phens, that he had delivered up the whole of his 
Greek MSS into the Royal Library, there to re- 
main in abſolute property : from whence it has 
been argued that, having been thus delivered into 
that Library, they muſt ſtill remain there. But 
the former part of this objection will be removed 
at once, by attending to a circumſtance in this 
caſe, of which the accuſers of R. Stephens were 
ignorant, or diſſembled their knowledge. A few 
months antecedent to R. Stephens's laſt appearance 

" before 


id facere videbar, in Cenclavi apud Mathurinos impreſum a me illud 
Nowum Teſtamentum [ſcil, A. D. t550] Mero: pre fidentibus Gove- 
ano ef Ruffo inimiciſſimis mihi---Vident Grazca efſe, eaque impreſſa: 
confilio nullum ſupereſſe locum aiunt. Peſtulant afferri vetus exemplar, 
I cilicet in quo legerent. Reſpondeo non poſſe fieri, quod non unum fer, ſed 
quindeclm relata in bibliothecam Regiam, quz mihi ptecario data 
fucrant.---Jubeor ſecadere. Rewocor.+<-Hterum ſeceds : iterum tt rev0- 
cor. Indico, me Regi que dixiſſent, relaturum. Poſiridie igitur pro- 
feciſcor in Aulam : Novum Teſtamentum pro more Regi offero, tanquam pri- 
mitias, coram Cardinalibus et printipibus. Caſtellanus---quum illi reci- 
taſem guingue articulos, in quorum reprebenſiane ſe pluſquam inſulſos proci- 
rant, narrat Regi quid ſacra illa Facultas decreviſſet de tam ſacro aprt. 
Mirus riſus ſubortus. [ Reſponſ. p. 379—40.] 

(4) R. Stephens's Note ſubjoined to Bexa's N. Tel. of A. D. 


1556. 


before the Doctors of the Sorbonne, in A. D. 1550, 
at which time he uſed the expreſſions now under 
conſideration, the King had ordained that all diſ- 
putes between them, as to his editions of the New 
Teſtament, ſhould be heard and determined by (e) 
himſelf in Council. For this purpoſe it was re- 
quiſite that the MSS, from which R. Stephens had 
framed his editions, ſhould be placed in ſome re- 
poſitory under the King's immediate controul, in 
order that ſuch perſons as he ſhould ſpecially ap- 
point for their examination, might have conſtant. 
and free acceſs to them. Hence, not the erght 
alone, which R. Stephens had originally received 
from the Royal Library, but the whole teen. 
Greek MSS (/) ineluding the ſeven which had 
been borrowed from different friends, and in dif- 
terent places, were properly depoſited in the Royal 
Library [quindecim relata in bibliothecam Regiam} 
that they might be in readineſs for ſuch examina» 
tion. R. Stgghens would chearfully ſend the whole. 
of his MSS to the Royal Library for that purpoſe, 
in compliance with the royal command. And the 
King would not require him to ſend thither, for 
any other purpoſe, the ſeven MSS which did not 

8 3 | belong 


le) Reſponſ. 5p. 35. 


/ Excluſive of the Complutenſian Bible, which was a printed 
book, 
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belong to him. Thus this interpretation of the 
guindecim relata, has not only an eſtabliſhed fact 
for its baſis, as to the royal ordonnance, but com- 
pleatly concords with the probability of the caſe, 
and with the known probity of R. Stephens, For 
he, having borrowed” eight MSS only from the 
Royal Library, would not have returned f/teen 
thither, in abſolute donation with reſpect to the 
ſeven, as the former part of this objection ſuppoſes, 
and alſo have related that donation to his accuſers 
with a concomitant confeſſion of his own crimi- 
nality as to thoſe MSS (que mihi precario data 
- fuerant) in having made ſuch return—for no other 
purpoſe, as it ſhould ſeem, than to abuſe the con- 
fidence of thoſe friends who had lent to him the 
ſeven MSS, and to deprive them of their property, 
And, as to the latter part of this objection, the 
collation which has juſt been made of theſe MSS 
enables me to retort on the objectors their own ar- 
gument. When thoſe MSS were thus delivered 
into the Royal Library by R. Stephens, they were 
not meant to remain there, nor at any other ſubſe- 
quent time have they ever been returned thither 
with that intention. OR thoſe MSS are not now 


in that Library. (g 
With 


(s) If a further objection ſhall be attempted to be raiſed on the 
word relata, it may be anſwered, that— As 
| 1. 4 
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With reſpect to the latter of theſe quotations, 
it ſeems neceſſary, previous to its diſcuſſion, to 
ſtate the whole of R. Stephens's expreſſions on 
this ſubject. As to the ancient Greek MSS 
( /ays he, addreſſing himſelf to the readers of Beza's 
Greek Teſtament) which are very frequently cited 
in theſe Annotations, as well thoſe which are part 
of the French King's Library, as others,—on this 
point the author wiſhed you to be informed by me, 
that although in the beginning of his work he had 
accuſtomed himſelf to particulariſe theſe MSS, by 
diſtinguiſhing one of them as his firſt, another as 
his ſecond MS, and ſo of the reſt : yet that he 
afterwards, this mode of denomination being la- 
borious to himſelf and uſeleſs to you, laid it afide, 


contenting himfelf with mentioning the * — 
only of his M88.“ 00 


1. As the Royal MSS compoſed a majority of thoſe which were 
then ſent to the Royal Library for the purpoſe of this examination, 
R. Stephens might, not very improperly, apply an expreſſion to the ff- 
teen, for the ſake of brevity, which in ſtrictneſs belonged only to the 
eight, Or 

2. As he had undergone one preceding trial and examination, viz, 
about the cloſe of the year 1547, and therefore after the publication 
of his firſt Greek Teſtament [ Reſpor/. p. 23. ] his expreſſions ought 
perhaps to be thus underſtood : The fifteen Greek MSS are not now in 
my poſſeſſion. They have been ſent to the Royal Library a ſecond time 
for the purpoſe of a ſecond examination. | 
% Sed quod ad wetera Novi Teſtamenti Graci exemplaria attinet, 


2 


quorum 
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There ſeems to have been no reaſon in the na- 
ture of the caſe. itſelf, why Theodore Bexa ſhould 
not particulariſe theſe MSS in his New Teſtament 
of A. D. 1556, as R. Stephens had before done in 
his New Teſtament of A. D. 1550. (i) But upon 
the ground of the preſent argument there was a 
reaſon. in the circumſtances of the caſe which in 
ſome ſort forbade it. R, Stephens was as ready to 
return the Royal MSS to the Royal Library in 
1556 as in 1550, if they had been then demanded 
from bim. But he undoubtedly wiſhed: to retain 
them, at both theſe periods, as long as he could 
conſiſtently with truth and probity. He ſeems 
therefore to have prevailed with Bega to be con. 
tented with the occaſional mention of the number 
of his MSS | tribus, quatuor, duodecim, ſeptemdecim, 
e. g.] inſtead of deſcribing them in detail. And 
yet, as he was incapable of a baſe action, he took 
care to acknowledge plainly enough to thoſe who 

b were 


guorum fides et authoritas in his annotationibus ſeþiſſeme citatur ( ſunt 
autem cum alia, tum ea omnia que in Regis Gallorum bibliotheca extant ) 
de hoc te commonefaciendum per me putavit illarum author, ſe nimirum, 
guum initio ea eitare nominatim ſoleret vocando hoc primum, illud 
ſecundum, et ita deinceps : poſtea ob ſuum in ea re cum nulla tua utili- 
tate conjundtum tedium, iilorum d:nominatione ſuperſedifſſe, enumeration 
contentum [ R. Stephens's Note to Beza's N. Teſt. of A. D. 1556. 

(% He had made a ſimilar particulariſation in his Latin Teſtament 
of A. D. 1539-40. 


DR. BEN SON. 249 


were concerned to reclaim theſe eight MSS, al- 
though covertly to the world · in general, that thoſe 
MSS were then in his keeping: Num initio ea 
[exemplaria] citare nominatim ſoleret,” 


On this ground there appears to be a fſipgular 
propriety in Beza's requeſting this information to 
be communicated to his readers by R. Stephens, 
rather than by himſelf. In any. other point of 
view it certainly ought to have been given by the 
author of the work, and not by the printer, 


From theſe premiſes then, Sir, the probability (L 
had almoſt ſaid the certainty) of the caſe as to this 
depolit of the fifteen MS8 in the Royal Library, 
and R. Stephens's exprefions concerning them, 
ſcems to ſtand thus: That they were ſo depo- 
ſited there for a temporary purpoſe—that on ſuch 
temporary purpoſe being fulfilled (in A. D. 
1550) the whole fifteen were re-delivered to R. 
Stephens, under an engagement to return the 
eight Royal MSS when. demanded. that no ſuch 
demand being made, R. Stephens carried the whole 
ſifteen with him to Geneva in A. D. 1552, but 
being ſtill mindful of his engagement, and ex- 
pecting it day by day to be enforced upon him, 
he ſpoke of thoſe MSS in A. D. 1556, not only 
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as belonging to, but as being then actual com- 

ponent parts of [extant in] the Royal Library; 

and that, in fine, the important (4) political affairs 
in which France was then engaged, leaving her 
rulers but little leiſure, and perhaps leſs inclination, 
to think of matters comparatively ſo inſignificant, 
no requiſition was ever made to R. Stephens of 
theſe eight MSS, which therefore remained in his 
poſſeſſion until his death in A. D. 1559, and after- 
wards in the cuſtody of his ſon Henry, or as it 
ſhould rather ſeem, of his friend Theodore Beza, 


Theſe conſiderations founded chiefly on the 
folid baſis of fa#s adduced (the aſſumptions incor- 
porated with them being few, and thoſe obviouſly 
ariſing out of the facts themſelves) have led to, 
and they ſeem abundantly to juſtify the concluſion 
which has been formed in the preceding pages (/) 

of 


(+) The expulſion of the Eng/i powers from France, by the cap- 
ture of Havre de Grace and Calais, the marriage of Mary Queen of 
Scots with the Dauphin, the probable conſequences of the marriage 
of Philip of Spain with Mary of England, and of the reſignation of 
Charles the Fifth, would fully engage the minds of the Gui/es (whoſe 
paſſion was—nor MSS) during the remaining years of R. Stephens, 
And the ſudden death of Francis II. together with the turbulent and 
bloody ſcenes, the maſſacres *and civil wars of the two following 
reigns, would prevent all future enquiry after theſe MSS, 

(!) P. 8, 194 and 203, 


* 


DR. BENSO NW. 251 


of theſe Letters; namely, that R. Stephens com- 
municated his fifteen MSS themſelves to Theodore 
Beza. It ſtands on very firm foundations. It 
holds forth the only plan which can reconcile the 
feeming (for with the information which has been 
juſt ſtated they are but ſeeming) inconſiſtencies 
between the declarations of R. Stephens and Beza 
relative to theſe MSS. It gives, by ſuch reconcili- 

ation, to the affirmations of Beza their full and 
undiminiſhed effect. It will not be overturned ſo 
long as his edition of A. D. 1556, and the Re- 
ſponſio of R. Stephens, ſhall ſubſiſt, 


It has been urged, indeed, by Emlyn and Wet- 
ein, who have been followed by Grigſbach and 
others, that Beza acknowledges to have received 
a book of Collations of the different readings of 
about twenty-five MSS, including thoſe of R. Ste- 
hens ; from whence it is inferred that he never 
ſaw the MSS themſelves. To this argument it 
will be ſufficient to anſwer, that the poſſeſſion of 
a book of this kind does not therefore imply the 
abſence, or deſtitution of the MSS from which that 
book had been framed. It was neceſſary that a 
hook of this kind ſhould be prepared, not only leſt 
the MSS ſhould be ſuddenly reclaimed, but for the 
lake of eaſe and expedition in printing. The MSS 


mult 


— — — ę—-— — *ð;ꝛ5? ————ꝛ— — 555 r » ES 


— Re ge — 5 
—— — — 1 


4 
| 
1 
1 
] 
. 
: 
| 


Eo TTY Ns 


Reece th a re ISO CLE RD TEES 


252 DR. BENSON. 


muſt have been in the cuſtody of the collater (R. 
Stephens for inſtance) when he compoſed the (m) 
book of collations from them: and it is not in- 
cumbent upon us to ſuppoſe that they vaniſhed 
out of his hands as toon as he had finiſhed his taſk, 
R. Stephens therefore might, and moſt probably did, 
deliver to Bega both the MSS themſelves, and the 
book of collations taken from them, at the ſame time. 


But it is further aſſerted by MWelſtein and Griefe 
bach, that theſe MSS were not collated by R. Ste- 
pbent, but by Henry, his fon, a boy of eighteen 
years of age, The determination of the perſon, 
or perſons by whom theſe MSS were originally 
collated, has ſo little concern with the great queſ- 
tion-in this debate (viz. how long they remained in 
the hands , R. Stephens) that this aſſertion ſhould 
have been paſſed over in filence did not the confi- 
dence, with which it is advanced, provoke animad- 
verſion, For if it ſhould be admitted that theſe 
MSS were originally collated by Henry alone, it 
will not follow that they were not afterwards de- 
lvered over to Bega. But the aſſertion will not 


be admitted tor the following reaſons, 


1 The 


(n] It will ſoon appear by what perſons theſe collations were pro- 
bably made. 
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1. The ſtrongeſt claim which Henry lays to the 
merit of this ſole collation is contained; as Wegſtein 
not only allows but contends, in the following ex- 
preſſions. My father printed the New Teſta- 
ment in Greth collated BY MY ASSISTANCE [opera 
mea collatum] with many ancient M&S.“ (n) The 
aſſiſtance of Henry in this collation is admitted. 

| And 


(=) „ Novum ita Teſtamentum Græcum cum multis vetuſtis ex- 
emplaribus opera mea collatum, primo quidem minutioribus typis et 
parvo volumine (ut typographicis utar vocabulis) mox autem grandi- 
bus characteribus et magno volumine, adhibita quanta poterat maxima 
ty pographiæ magnificentia, excudiſſet : quum tandem Bibliorum Con- 
cordantias, non quales prius erant, nec multis duntaxat locis auctis, ſed 
(ut plane novum opus daret) ex ipſis bibliis multorum ſcribarum manu 
per annuum ſpatium edidifſet.” ¶ Hen. Steph. Præfat. ad Aug. Mar- 
lorat. Cathol. Expoſ, in Geneſin, A. D. 1562. 

Another example will place this conſtrufion of the words of H. Ste- 
phens beyond the reach of cavil or contradiction. 

« Ego autem interea dum (illud vero meum juvenile Tejev0Ne 
nua, lector, in bonam partem interpretare : et laudem Patris in ore 
filii ſcito nequaquam poſſe ſordeſcere) pro eo ac debeo uA Et 
OPERAM una cum aliis multis, in heroico illo ac plane Herculeo opere 
navo : libellum hunc pancis horis quas ex penſo mes, plerumque etiam 
ex ſomno, ſuffurabar.” [ Hen. Steph. Ciceron. Lex, Introd. Ed. Paris. 
A. D. 1557, p- 2-]' 

The Herculean work [opere] in which H. Stephens /ent his aſſiſtance 
[operam] to his father, who had at that time (as it will ſoon be con- 
tended that he had in the preſent caſe likewiſe) the concurrent aſſiſtance of 
many other [aliis multis] earned men, wwas R. Stephens's Greek Theſau · q 
rus: concerning which Henry »/es * further Ow.” jam 2 

| multis 
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And he himſelf, gui in ſuis ſcriptis 1 fue 
laudi e (o claims no more. 


2. That this collation of wwenty five, or nearly 
twenty five Greek MSS of the New Teſtament 
could be ſolely made by a boy of the age of 
eighteen years, as a ſuppoſition merely is alto- 
gether inadmiſſible. There are Greek MSS now 
in the Royal Library at Paris (particularly that 

marked 


multis annis, ſumptibus prope infinitis, ex præſtantiſſimis linguæ Græcm 
authoribus—congeſtus et coacervatus.“ 

Nor is this the only inſtance in aubich the honors of R. Stephens have 
Been invidiouſly, or erronecuſly, given to Henry, as the following citation 
will demonſirate. © Rob. Stephanus, qui edidit Dictionarium ſeu La- 
tinæ Linguz Theſaurum—filius Henricus patre digniſſimus auxit id 


ingenti acceſſione atque emendavit. La ornatum in lucem editum 


fuit 1542.” [Hiſt. Crit. Latin. lingue per J. G. Walchium, Ed. Lig. 
1729. 

Henry Stephens, born in 1528, wvas only fourteen year: of Vit 
1542. 

In juſtice to Henry it muſt be added, that he does not even claim any 
part of the merit of this Theſaurus. © ELA ZORATA 2 PaTrE er 
edita opera quorum editiones cupio renovare, ſunt hc duo potiſſimum, 
Theſaurus Lingus Latinæ et Dictionarium Latina Graco Gallicum." 
[Hen. Steph. de Typogr. ſtatu.] * 

(e) Mattaire, p. 48 5. It is aſtoniſhing to ſee a man of Wetſtein's 
underſtanding inſiſt on ſuch a proof as this, and vehemently pronounce 
it to be © /uce meridiana clarius.“ [ Prol. 144.]—lt is ſurpriſing to ſee 
any underſtanding capable of adopting, and repeating the argument. 
The other quotations ſet forth by M elſtein prove no more than that 
which has been juſt ſtated. 
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marked No. 102) which would employ any youth 
of this age more than one whole year in their col- 
lation. And: although the MSS, 102, is not one 
of R. Stephens's MSS,. yet ſome of them at leaſt, 
it may be believed, would have impoſed an equally 
arduous taſk on the collater. It appears undoubt- 
edly, from various informations, that H. Stephens, 
under the tuition of his father, acquired very 
carly a compleat knowledge of the Greek language. 
Thus capacitated for the employment, it is no 
wonder that the father required, or that the ſon 
afforded, his af/i/tance in theſe laborious collations. 
But when we are required to ſuppoſe that Henry 
had collated, in his eighteenth year, no leſs than 
ſifteen Greek MSS of the New Teſtament (ex- 
cluſive of the Complutenſian Edition) ſome indubi- 
tably leſs, ſome perhaps even more intractable than 
the MS juſt mentioned, — that R. Stephens's MSS 
were NOT collated by R. Stephens at all, but that 
the taſk of collation was devolved on Henry his 
ſon, ſingly and excluſively, — the requiſition is not 
to be ſubmitted to for a moment ; becauſe there is 
no valid pretence for the ſuppoſition, and becauſe 
reaſon, propriety, and probability are uniformly 
againſt it. | 


7 8 
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Henry Stephens being thus unequal to the pivat 
work of this collation, it is neceſſary to bring for- 
ward ſome other moving power which may be 


adequate to the effect. And this power ſhall be 


furniſhed from Henry's own words. (5) | 


Over theſe ten learned men, with the addition 
of Henry his ſon, R. Stephens preſided; and whilſt 
ſome of theſe eleven aſſiſtants probably diſcharged 
the dutics of Scribes, noting down the variations 
which the others dictated from the MSS, R. Ste- 

| Phent's 


( p) Fuit tempus quum ¶ Rob. Stephanus] DeECEMVIRATUM quendam 
literarium domi haberet, eumque ut xayrothen ita etiam T&yyAuos 
Toy. DECEM HI partim /iterati, partim /iterati//imi viri quorum quidam 
correftorio munere fungebantur (iique præſertim qui epigrammata poſ- 
tremæ ejus editioni Theſauri Latini præfixerunt) quum ſicut ex di- 
verſis oriundi erant gentibus, fic etiam diverſum ſermonem vernaculum 
haberent, lingua Latina tanquam communi interprete inter ſe uteban- 
tur. [EY Hen. STEPH. prefixa Aul. Gell. Ed. Paris. A. D. 1583, 
5. 13.) 

The names of ſome of this literary Decemvirate may yet be col- 
lected, viz. Theodoricus Bellewvacus, Gulielmus Budæus, Andreas Tiraguel- 
lus, AEgidius Perrinus, Jacobus Gouplius, Lazarus Bayſus and Jacobus 
Tuſanus, And although it cannot be ſuppoſed that they would 
(in fact they did not) all remain with R. Stephens until his voluntary 
exile from France in 1552, yet the multorum ſeribarum manu, the 
aliis multis, and the ſumptibus prope infinitis (paſſing over other ſimilar 
expreſſions which might have been cited) of the preceding quotati- 
ons, ſhew that R. Selens was conſtantly attended by many learned 
ailiſtants, 
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pbent's own pervading eye would ſuperintend, di- 
rect, and nn the whole 1 0 


Thus it alan that the -criginch collativis of l his 
father's Greek Mes of the New Teſtament was 
effected by the afi/tance only, not the ſingle and 
excluſive labor, of H. Stephens," There ſeems, how- 
ever, to have been a ſecond collation of thoſe MSS, 
and of others, which was alſo reduced into a book, 
and is mentioned by Beaa in the following terms. (9 
n addition to the reft of my materials I had the 
uſe of a printed Copy | exemplar} out of the Library 
of oUR Stephens [the endearing appellation of 


Stepbani noſtri mocks the powers of tranſlation}  _ 


which had been very carefully collated with about 


twenty-five MSS, and wh pop all the Nee 
printed Editions.“ Fi 


This printed book was moſt probably one of 
the Copies of R. Stephens's grand edition of A. D. 
1550, interleaved for the purpoſe of theſe colla- 
tions: of which, as Bega has aſcribed them to him 
in his ſecond edition, H. Stephens ſeems to have 
j had 


%% % Ad hæe omnia acceſſit exemplar ex Stephan nosTR1 biblio- | 
theca, cum viginti quinque plus minus MSS codicibus, et omnibus 
pene impreſſis, diligentiſſime collatum. Que res und præ cteriy 
magnapere me ſublevavit—" [ Piæfat. ad Nov. Teſt. A. D. 1536.] 
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had the chief an not the whole) labor, and the 
Principal (but not the entire) merit. For although 
Beza arrogates no commendation to himſelf from 


this collation, yet his Annotations (7) evince him 


to have been ſedulouſly attentive to it. In this 
book, between the time of his return (s) from his 
travels in A. D. 1549 and A. D. 1556, Henry; 
With the aſſiſtance of Beza at leaſt if not of others, 
had not only by degrees ingrafted the various 
readings of thaſe eight or nine additional MSS 


which he had found opportunities of collating in 


that interval, and of many of the printed editions; 


but had alſo proceeded to gather into the ſame ſtore- 


houſe the gleanings of the original () fifteen MSS 
of R. Stephens ; with the fond hope of being able; 
at ſome future period, to prove himſelf worthy of. 
ſuch a father, perhaps with the ſecret wiſh even to 
eclipſe his glory: on the former of which ſubjects 
he thus ſpeaks to Sir Philip Siducy,—* Pudebat 

A 5 me, 


r) Sic legi—fic inveni—fic lego fre diſtinguo in omnibus noſtris 


| Gracis CoD1C1BUS---quos ) bid gu er, &c,—P. 194-5 of 


theſe Letters. 

(5) The editions of Beza ſet forth various readings 305 R. Ste- 
ends MSS, which are wot noted in his margin. This circumſtance, 
in itſelf a preſumption, coupled with the expreſſions of Beza (p. 194) 
and, firengthened by the preceding remarks, becomes a proof, that 
the MSS themſelves, and not the collations only of chem, were in 
the poſſeſſion of Beza, and conſequently of H. Stephens. : h 


: 
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me, quum Pater meus toties operam et fludium novek 
fet variis Teſftamenti Novi Græci editionibus, ab illa 


videri degenerare,” And on the latter he makes 
this ingenuous confeſlion—* Nihilo magis me tam 
præclara Patris mei opera, quam olim Themiſtoclem 
Miltiadis rropbæum, ſinunt requieſcere.”. () 


If it ſhall be enquired, laſtly, what is become 
of theſe fifteen Greek MSS thus left in the hands 
of Beza ſingly, or of Beza jointly with Henry 
Stephens, the following anecdotes will, perhaps, 
furniſh a competent anſwer to the enquiry. By 
the former of them we learn that Beza ſold his 


Library in bis old age to G, S. de Zaſtriſſel, a M- 


ravian Nobleman then reſident at Geneva that it 
was ſeized on its paſſage into Moravia by ſome of 
thoſe marauding parties which infeſted Germany 
in the war then ſubſiſting that this ſale and 
ſeizure included the MSS of Beza as well as his 
printed books, for theſe plunderers afterwards ſold, 
or perhaps threw aſide with neglect, a part at leaſt 
of their pillage, whereby the Fratres Puteant 
had an opportunity of recovering Beza's Claro- 
montane MS, which they preſented to the Royal 

T 3 


| (t) Ciceron. Lexicon, Introd, p. 1. 
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Library at Paris, where it now remains. (u) And 
by the latter that H. Stephens, becoming unfor- 
tunately deranged in his intellects towards the cloſe 


of his days, deſtroyed many of his MS8. Theſe 


anecdotes ſupply a probable account (and more 
will not be expected) of the manner in which the 
MSS of R. Stephens were loſt, whether they are 
ſuppoſed to have devolved, after his deceaſe, to 
Henry his ſon, or to his friend Theodore Beau. (v) 


I with 


(e) This anecdote will perhaps be beſt related in the word: of M. 
Senebier, the preſent learned Librarian at Geneva. © Voici une 
anecdote aſſeꝝ curieuſe ſur la bibliotheque de Beze. George Sigiſmond 
ae Zaſtriſſel, Seigneur Merave, etant en penſion chez Theedore de Bert 
{* appergut que les infirmites de ce vieillard l' empëchoient de profiter 
de ces livres, il reſolJut de les acheter, et il en paya fix cent Ecus d'or, 
Il eſt très- vraiſemblable que cette bibliotheque fut pillée dans ſon 
tranſport en Moravie pendant les guerres qui deſolerent /* Allemagne ; 
et c'eſt: ſans-doute cet Evenement qui a plac dans la bibliotheque du 
Duc de Saxe Getha la collection des lettres de Beze & de Calvin qu'on 
y trouve : c'eſt peut-etre encore ainſi que le fameux MS du Nouveau 
Teſtament, portant le nom de Clar:montanum, fur acheté en Allemagne 
par les Du Puy & tranſports en France. 

(v) „Ill ſeroit à ſouhaiter que les deux MSS, dont nous avons parle 
---euſſent etè conſervez. Henri Etienne, par malheur erant tomb? dans 
une eſpece d'alienation d'eſprit ſur la fin de ſes jours, les laiſſa perir 
avec beaucoup d'autres, qu'il ne communiquoit à perſonne, pas meme 
a ſon Gendre Caſaubon.” | Bayle, Art. Anacreon, Ed. Rotterd. 1702, 
Note L.] I am indebted for this quotation to the Rev. Jobn 
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I wiſh now, Sir, to cloſe this long, but not un- 


important, diſquiſition concerning the Greek MS 


of R. Stephens ; in which, I truſt, it is proved 
rious contradiction, that the M8 of Le Long, 
Wetftein, and Grigſbach, are not the MSS of R. 
Stephens. Independent of the ineffective imbecility 
of the external evidence againſt R. Stepbent, the 
diſcordances before ſpecified alone (even if there 
were no others to ſupport them) in number more 


than competent, in nature deciſive, | render it an 


abſolute impoſſibility to believe that "theſe were 
the MSS which R. Stephens made uſe of in his New 


Teſtament of A. D. 1550. They are counter- 


feits, on whoſe unreſiſting pages ſome buſy and 
diſhoneſt Librarian, or ſome other perſon equally 
forward and diſhoneſt, has inſeribed forged and 
falſe marks of R. Stephens from ſome undue' and 


improper motive, moſt probably to advance their 


reputation by the credit of his illuſtrious name f 
but they are NaT the MSS of R. * nv-4d 


It is matter of regret that the clouds, which 
have thus thrown a temporary obſcuration over 
the fair fame of R. Stephens, could not be diſſi- 
pated and diſperſed without injury to ſome of the 
molt valuable editions of the New Teſtament now 

T 3 
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of the New Teſtament,—advances at the ſame 
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ſubſiſting. The depreciation of thoſe of Werhein 
and Grigſbach, indeed, is the leſs to be lamented, 
becauſe it has been, on their parts, incurred perti» 
naciouſſy (w) or at leaſt by a very great and a very 
blarneable negligence. But theſe regrets are abun- 
dantly compromiſed and compenſated to every in- 
genuous mind by the pleaſing reflection, that 
through this inveſtigation probity traduced has 
been vindicated, and calumniated integrity has 
been juſtified. The memory of R. Stephens. will 
now be redeemed to its ancient honors. His name 
will be now renovated, and will remain ſacred to 
all poſterity, The hand, which has effected this 
renovation, exults to record it, and pledges. itſelf 
to ſuſtain and to ſupport it. And this conſcious 
ſatisfaction is not leſſened by perceiving that the re- 
ſult of this inveſtigation,—whilk it reſtores R. Ste- 
þhens to the full enjoyment of the approbation and 
eſteem of thoſe who had been taught to heſitate 


in their judgement, and almoſt to withdraw from 


him their good opinion, whilſt it aſcertains a fact 
important to the literary world, whilſt it decides a 
queſtion highly momentous to all future editors 


ume, 


(40 They, both, affirm that they have collated many of theſe 
SS in the R oyal Library. 
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kme, witki:almoft equal, Reps, toward che "eſta? 
bliſhment of the authenticity. of that paſſage of 
St. Jobn, which is now in debate in theſe Letters; 
by diſabling the chief impeachment; the only im- 
portant objection which is, or can be, brought 
againſt it; the alledged toant, namely, of the 19 

mony of Greek MSS i in its dune 


* 


| XXX. Lat it us inſiſted upon, that Eraf- 
mus ſpeaks of d Britiſh copy, which had the 
diſputed text: and that upon the authority of 
that MS, be inſerted it in his third and fol. 
lowing editions; though be had left it out in 
his firſt and ſecond editions; But it does not 
appear that Ergfmut « ever {ow any Hob __ 
h 1 mſe 4 59 

it 


NI. Simon (x) 5 1 Erafins DID 
ſee the Britiſh MS in England. And Wetftein alſo 
admits the fact (affirming, however, the identity 
of the Codex Britannicus and Montfortins) adding 
that he ſaw it before he publiſhed his firſt edition. 
(y) And theſe admiſſions might have been pre- 

FA RO ſumed 

(x) Hiſt. Crit: du N. T. Ed. Rosterd. A. D. 1689, p. 205. | 

( Prol. p. 120. Braſmus was in England in the latter part of the 
year 1515; and in the month of Auguſtin 1516. He alſo declared 


his intention of reviſiting this country in the Spring of 1518. {Eraſ+ 
mi Op, Edit. Lugd, Vol. iii, p. 149, 197, and Epiſ. ad Hern. Baar. 


4 Nov. 151/.J 
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ſumed to. have contained the truth, without much 
enquiry, becauſe they are the confeſſions of ene · 
mies, becauſe Era/mus ſpent much time in this 
country, and becauſe he has quoted this 'MS in 
many other parts, of his works. But we need not 
leave any thing, even here, to preſumption. Ergſg 
mus declares that he collated this MS. himfel fe 
* The MS waricu I COLLATED IN ENGLAND,” 

() are his words when diſcourſing on this Britiſb 
Copy. Indeed if no ſuch proof as this could have 
been produced, the ſame concluſion | muſt have 


been adopted on this ſubject. For to imagine that 


Eraſmus would ever introduce to the world a MS 
which not only thwarted his own private predi- 
lections, but vitiated his two former Editions of 


the New Teſtament, without being firſt indubitably 


toned of its exiſtence,— —is a ſuppoſition alto- 
gether 


4 Nov. 1617.) See alſo the following quotation. © Narrawi ii 
[ /cil. Leo] in familiari colloquio me, cum eſſem in Anglia, tum primum 
ac recens editio Novo Teſtamento, reperife”—[ Reſp. ad Leum, p. 
160.] 

(z) © I 4 unde cor, in Anglia, ſuiſſe ſcriptum, qpagreple 
pro naar ? {viz. in Rom. v: 12.] 

Collationis negotium PEREGERAM in Anglia, er in Brabantia. Eraſ- 
mi Op. vol. ix, p. 986. 

% Quædam annotaram in Britannia [ In Luc. xiii : 94.) 

« At ego illi Rhodienſi oppono tot vetuſta exemplaria que nos vidimus 
partim in Anglia, partim in Brabantia— [In 2. Cor. ii: 3.] 
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gether inadmiſſible; becauſe it violates every e 
of prolability; 1 1s ton to common lenſe, 


XXI. Li w * that be [Eraſmus] 
had a bad opinion of it—| the Britiſh MS] For 
be ſays, I ſuſpect that copy to have been cor- 
rected by ours ; that is, from the latin copies.” 


The words of Eraſmus are — Quanquam et 
bunc ſuſpicor ad Latinorum codices furfſe caſtigatum.“ 
The evidence however, as far as it can be now col- 
lected, is directly adverſe to Era/mus in this matter. 
The Latin MSS univerſally read Spiritus fanfus, 
the Holy Spirit, in this Verſe : but the Britiſh MS 
of Eraſmus read therein wrivue, the Spirit, only, 
without the diſtinguiſhing epithet of («y:0-) Holy, 
This difference, although of a- ſingle word alone, 
is too ſtrongly marked to permit any ſuppoſition 
of one of theſe authorities having been corrected 
by the other. 


But even if no proof could have been brought 
in oppoſition to it, ſurely to advance a charge of 
this kind, unſupported by any evidence, or by any 
thing like evidence, (a) ſavoured more of pre- 

tence 


(a) CEraſini Op. vol. x. p. 352. [Appendix, No. i.] 
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tence than ſincerity; and was unworthiy of 4 
writer much inferior to Eraſmus. It is incumo 
bent upon all authors, in all ſuch caſes, openly to 
relate their ſuſpicions: (if they have any) and can- 
didly to aſſign their reaſons for entertaining them 
that the reader may judge for himſelf, as to the 
degree of credit which they ought” to receive from 
him. It was eſpecially incumbent upon Eraſmus 
to have done thus in the preſent inſtance, becauſe 
he was then in the act of retracting that imputa- 
tion of impoſture, which his conduct had frft 
cauſed to be thrown upon this Verſe. - At ſuch an 
| hour as that, for Eraſmus to hint ſuſpicions with- 
out proof, and to heſitate diſlikes without expla- 
nation, gives his readers but too much reaſon to 
conſider him as determined to caſt ſome imputa- 

tion upon the MS, which had ſo mortified him; al- 
tho impotent of the means to cenſure it with effect. 


Attempts of this nature often prejudice the cauſe 
which they were meant to ſerve. The preſent. 
may at leaſt convince us of the reality of the exiſt- 
ence of this MS at that time; and of its contain- 
ing the Verſe in queſtion. Had there been the 
{malleſt room to doubt either, the ſentence, juſt 


quoted from Eraſinus, would have ſpoken a very 
different language. 


XXXII. 
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XXXII. And be [Eraſmus] plainly a- 

|  #nowledges, that what induced him to inſert the 

diſputed text, was, ne fit anſa calumniandi, 

that he might not give a handle to any to call 
him an n or /u Mes bim of n 


1 have, Sir, in a FE () letter, given my 
ſentiments, with ſome freedom, on the conduct of 
Eraſmus, reſpecting this Verſe. It was there ob- 
ſerved that © if he were really poſſeſſed of five 
ancient MSS in which this verſe had no place, and 
had thought it his duty to expel it accordingly 
from his two former editions, he ought not (e) to 

have reſtored it in his third edition upon the bare 
authority of a ſingle MS:“ and that it ſeemed 
impoſſible to account for the behaviour of Eraſ- 
mus, in this matter, taking the whole of it into 
contemplation at once, but upon one of theſe ſup- 
poſitions: Either he could not produce the five MSS 
(4) in which he had alledged the verſe to be omit- 
| | ted; 
(3) Page g. , 
le) I am not ſingular in this opinion. Non reQte fecit quod ex 
illo uno codice Græco quem corruptum ſuſpicatur, corrupit illa addi- 
tione Grecos alios codices, quos integros et incorruptos invenerat, 
bquidem addidit Græcis illam editionem.” |[ Bugenbagius in expoſ. Jone. 
Ed. Witteb. A. D. 1550 ] 


4) It is remarkable that Era/mus never ſpeaks out on the ſubje& of 
his Greek MSS. His determined reſerve in this matter ſometimes 


throws 
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ted; or he had ober authorities, much ſaperior to the 
teſtimony of a-ſingle MS, for replacing the verſe, 
which he was not, however, ingenuous enough to 
acknowledge.” Now how far it might have been 
in his power to fulfil the former of theſe alterna- 
tives, is not, perhaps, for the preſent age to de- 
termine, But this may fortunately be vb deter- 
mined ; namely, that Eraſmus had other authori- 
ties, much ſuperior to the teſtimony of. a ſingle 
MS, for replacing the verſe, and that he was not 
ingenuous enough to acknowledge them. For, in- 
dependently of the authority of Jerome, who de- 
clares his Tranflation to have been made according 
to the Gree MSS, who accuſes certain Latin 'Tran- 
flators of unfaithfulneſs for having left this verſe 
out of their copies (for Eraſmus believed the pre- 
face, which contains this complaint, to have been 
the genuine work of Ferome)—independently of at 
leaſt ſome part of the authorities, which have 
been ſtated in the preceding pages (for Eraſmus 
Was 


throws him into ſituations whimfically abſurd, as in the following 
inſtance. © Quorum [viz. Greek MSS] nonnulla | how many ?] Car- 
dinalis guidam (who?) Roma ſecum adduxerat, cum illic efſet Synodus 
[what ?] er in itinere moriens (where ?] Agavit totam bibliothecam, qua 
Græca erat, Monaſierio Cariuſienſium [at what place ?] ac deprebendi 
guofelam Græcos codices [which, and how many ?] ad noſtros efſe caſti- 
gator, gas de numero ſuſpicer [ why, and on what grounds ?] % Rhodi- 


enjem iilum.” [ Eraſm. in 2. Cor. ii: p. 333+] 
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was a learned man, and could not be ignorant (e) 
of them all)—independently of theſe, Era/mus lay 
under an obligation almoſt peculiar to himſelf, ari- 
ſing from the authority of the MSS of IL. Valla, 
to re-place the verſe in queſtion. He had, juſt 
eighteen years before the publication of this Edi» | 
tion of A. D. 1522, obtained poſſeſſion of the then 
unpubliſhed Commentary of L. Valla. The Greek 
MSS, on which it was founded, were no leſs than 
ſeven in number; and this verſe ſeems to have poſ- 
ſeſſed its place in them all. In the exultation of 

his mind, ariſing from this acquiſition, Era/mus 
firſt communicated his diſcovery to his learned 
friend and correſpondent, Fiſcber; and then in the 
ſame year, A. D. 1505, publiſhed this Commen- 
tary, or permitted it to be publiſhed, from the 
preſs of Fodocus Badius at Paris. 


As the two affirmations juſt made—that Valla 
had ſeven Greek MSS of this Epiſtle of St, John, 
and that this verſe was found in them all—are in 
themſelves diſputable, and without explanation 

doubtful, 


(e) Eraſmus was not ignorant of them all; for he has quoted the 
works of Cyprian, Walafrid Strabo, Hugo Charenſis, Lyranus and Aqui- 
na, by whom this verſe (as hath been before proved) is cited as an 
authentic part of the ſacred Canon. [See his N. Teſt. of A, D. 
1522, paſſim.] 
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doubtful, it is requiſite to beſtow ſome attention 
upon them before any further progreſs be attempted 
in the argument, Let it then be remarked 2 


1. That Valla did poſſeſs ſeven Greek MSS at 
the leaſt. He affirms the fact in his annotations 
on John vii: 29, 30. And as the expreſſions; 
which he uſes in another part of his commentary, 


are general (/) he might have acceſs occaſionally 


to a ſtill greater number. Without contending, 
however, for any greater number, it is not only 
poſſible, but probable that theſe ſeven MSS did all 
contain this Epiſtle of St, John. For when preſſed 
by Ley with the authority of Va/la's ſeven MSS in 


" fypport of this verſe, Eraſmus tried to bear down 


the argument by affirming (g) that bis MSS were 
more than ſeven which did not ſet forth the paſſage. 
The weight of the argument would have borne 
leſs heavily upon Eraſmus, if he could have light- 
encd it by objecting that any of thoſe ſeven MS8 

of 


(f) Tres codices Latinos et totidem Græcos habeo cum hæe com- 
pono; et nonnunquam alios codices conſule.” [In Matt. xxvii : 22-] 
(g) * Objicit Leus Vallam, qui vir alioqui diligens, bujus rei non 
meminerit, haud dubium quin admoniturus fi quid comperiſſet diſh- 
dere. Non hie reſpondebo Laurentium hominem fuiſſe, ac fieri potu- 
iſſe ut illum aliquid ſuffugerit : tantum illud dicam, mihi diverſts 


temporibus plura fuiſſe exemplaria quam ſeptem, nec in ullo horum re- 


pertum quod in noſtris legitur.“ [ Eraſin. contra Leum, p. 275+] 
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of Valla did not contain the Epiſtle. But he does 


not even breathe an inſinuation of that kind. Ha- 
bituated as he was to defenſive argument, and maſs 
ter of all its arts, it is not to be ſuppoſed that he 
did not ſee this advantage. And it is not to be be- 
lieved that he would not have made uſe of it, if 
he could have done ſo with truth. From whence 
it is not unfair to infer that he, who ar the Editor 
of Valla's MS, had found ſome notes prefatory or 
annexed to the work, ſignifying that / theſe ſeven 
MSS did contain the firſt Epiſtle of St. John, And 
let it be obſerved _ 


2. That the MSS of Valla, whatever their num 


ber might be, did certainly exhibit this verſe, 
Palla's plan, as Eraſmus allows (Y) was to mark 


in his Annotations. thoſe paſſages in which the 
Vulgate, then received, differed from the Greek, 


The Vulgate of Valla's age did, and indeed very 
long (i) before his age had, ſet forth both the ſe- 
venth 


(3) „ Laurentius---vertit ea loca qu damnat ut male reddita a 
Latino interprete.” [Apol. adv. Debacch. Sut. p. 753.] With this 
honefl acknowledgement he ought not to have ſaid in another y_ 
'* Quid Laurentius /egerit, non ſatis liguet. 

(i) ff Pour ce qui eſt de Vauteur du Correctorium de Sorbonne, il 
n'eſt pas ſurprenant qu'il Vait lu dans ſon edition Latine avec le paſ- 
ſage dont il eſt queſtion [FJerome's Preface, and the werſe 1. John 
Y; 7] puis qu'il ne peut avoir compile ſon ouvrage que vers le dixi- 

eme 


i 
o 
16 
1 1 
[ 
T 77h 
[ 
|| 
s 
» 
11 
: 
5 
1 
. 
bY | 
1 
: 
1 
7 
T 
. 
N 
19 
1 
: * 
1 
iin 
. 1 
. 
it { 
ht | 
Wt! 
1 5 
* 
© 
: 
: 
6! 
: 
1% 
i 
: 
if 
N 
: 
N | 
: 
N 0 
, 
18:9 
ms | 
1 
1 
| 
T7357 
1 
1 
5 
. 1 
11 
TH 
11 
; 
Ft 
: 
bi 
[1 
11 
a 
' 
4 
| 
1 
1 
i 
fi i 
i 
; ; 
In 
* 
1 
TH 
: +44 7 
1 
bi ; 
4 
. 


It. 
: ? 
| 
it 
: . 
1 
Þ 
if 
| 


— O46, 0s co —— 2 
— —_ 


TTT 


272 pn. BENSON. 


venth and eighth verſes of this Epiſtle of St. 
Fohn. Eraſmus admits (4) this to have been at 


that time the Bible of the Churches and of the 


Schools, of the learned and of the unlearned: 
which is further proved (if it ſhould "need any 
further proof) by the Maguntine Edition, the firſt 
printed Bible which the world ever ſaw, which 
was publiſhed at Ments in A. D. 1450, and there- 
fore fifteen years before Valla's deceaſe, and which 
contains both theſe verſes. And Valla's annotation 
compleatly concords with every part of this argu- 

ment. It ſtands thus : * Grace off ue ve , x 
unum ſunt, His annotation is on the final clau- 
ſule of the eighth verſe, in which the Greek 
MSS vary from the Vulgate, which reads num 


funt only. He corrected the Latin of the eighth 


verſe by the Greek. That of the ſeventh' verſe 
required, and therefore received, no correction. 


Theſe premiſes, then, being admitted (and it 


ſeems that they cannot with propriety be denied) 
| It 


eme fieele, Or il eſt certain qu'en ce temps-la il y avoit peu deem. 
plaires Latins du Nouveau Teſtament on la Preface et ce paſſage ne 
ſe trouvaſſent, puis qu'on les y avoit inſeres des le temps de CHARLE- 
Macne.” {Simen, Hiſt. Crit, des Verſions, C. ix.] a 

(4) ** Cum altera tranſlatio locum habeat Templis, in Scholis, qui 
ßeri potuit ut non hane maxime formulis ſuis propagent typographi I 
—{[Era/m. contra Leum, p. 280.] 
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it will follow that Eraſmus had the authority of 
EIGHT Greek MSS, inſtead of ons (which alone 
he held forth) for reſtoring the verſe. For he had 
in his own Apology, in A. D. 1516, mentioned 
the number of Valla's Greek MSS to be ſeven, al- 
though he was at that time ſecretly meditating the 
expulſion of this verſe from the text of St. & pants 
in direct contradiction to them all, 


Nor is this the tar inſtance of diſingenuouſ- 
neſs, which is diſcoverable in the conduct of Eraſ 
mus reſpecting this verſe. He omitted it, as hath 
been before ſtated, in his Edition of the New Teſ- 

tament of A. D. 1516: and, as it appears but too 
plainly, upon the authority of one MS alone. (/) 
In A. D. 1518, he publiſhed his Treatiſe, entitled 
Ratio vere Theologiz, which he dedicated to Car- 
dinal Chryſogont : wherein he cites in ſerious ar- 
gument, and as a legitimate portion of Scripture, 

U this 


(1) Siquidem in epi/tolis Apoſeolicis, cum primum ederetur Novum 
Teſtamentum, vx1cum, mihi aderat exemplar s8zD venerandæ anti- 
quitatis mireque caſtigatum, quod cum frequenter a me citatur in An- 
notationibus, demiror cur hie Stanica meam deſiderat diligentiam.“ 
[Eraſm, contra Stunicam, p. 323 

« In prima Siquidem Novi Teſtamenti editione, quæ prodiit anno 
1516, tantum hæc annotaram in hune locum: I: Greco copice fan- 
tum hoc reperio de teſtimonio triplici, Qunniam tres ſunt qui teſtificantur 
 Spiritus, aqua et ſanguis &c, nec præferens Græcam lectionem, nec 
noſtram taxans.” [Apol. Adv. Monachos, p. 1031.] 
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this (m) identical verſe which, only two years be- 
fore, he had expelled from the very text of the 
New Teſtament! Nor is this all. For in the 
next ſucceeding year he condemned the verſe again, 
by leaving it out of his New Teſtament of that 
year. And yet he continued but a ſhort time even 
in that reſolution :—for he not only wrote an ani» 
mated paraphraſe on this verſe (2) in A. D. 1521, 
but reſtored it, finally, to its place in his next Edi- 
tion of the New Teſtament, in A. D. 1522. 


The facts then being thus clear, there ſeems but 
one conſiſtent method of accounting for this in- 
congruity of conduct in Eraſinus; which 1s, to 
ſuppoſe that he became a proſclyte to Arianiſin, 
not before A. D. 1505, but in ſome part of the 
interval between that year and A. D. 15 16. In 
A. D. 1505 then, not having at that time imbibed 
the tenets of Arianiſm, Era/mus gave to the world, 
in the commentary of L. Valla, the teſtimony cf 
ſeven Greek MSS in favor of the authenticity of 
this verſe. In A.D. 1516, having ſuffered that 
leaven to enter into, and to ferment within his 
mind, 
(un) Appendix, No. xxxvii. 

(a) © Quoniam et Spiritus veritas eſt, quemadmodum Pater et Filius; 
una ct omnium veritas, quemadmodum una eſt omnium natura. Tres 


ſunt enim in clo qui teſtimonium præbent Chriſto, Pater, Sermo et 
Spiritus; atque horum trium ſummus elt conſenſus,” 
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mind, in a long interval of eleven years; he ex- 
pelled this verſe from the text of his New Teſta- 
ment. But he ventured on this expulſion, as it 
ſeems, under a ſeeret fear of a ſevere attack, on its 
account, from the Chriſtian world in general; for 
which the commentary of L. Valla itſelf would 
furniſh no inconſiderable weapons: which fear ap- 
parently induced him to provide ſome means of 
retreat, in caſe of neceſſity, by bringing this verſe 
forward again in A. D. 1518, in his Ratio vere 
Theologie, In A. D. 1519 he hazarded a ſecond 
expulſion : but till fearful, as it ſeems, of the ar- 
gument deducible from Valla's MSS, he gave up 
the whole conteſt formally and finally, but ſtill in 
a moſt unchearful and diſingenuous manner, in 
A. D. 1 522. 


Thus then, Sir, may the whole conduct of 
Eraſimus in this matter (which you have attempted 
to dignify by the appellation of prudence) be ac- 
counted for at leaſt, and explained :—that mean- 
neſs of which, upon the face of his own apology, 
he was guilty ; that departure from truth with 
which, when the facts are fully conſidered, he 
ſcems to be juſtly chargeable ; his haſty expulſion 
of the verſe, and his ſullen re-admiſſion of it; his 
confeſſion of one MS alone in favor of this verſe, 

U 2 when 
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when, as it ſeems, he ought to have acknowledged 


tight ; and his impotent attempt to depreciate even 


that one, by charging it with having been corrected 
by the Latin copies, although he did not attempt 
to produce a ſingle inſtance of ſuch correction, in 
proof of the charge ſo alledged. ; 


* 


This conduct of Eraſnus ſeems, in ſome re- 
ſpects, to have been the cauſe, and in others the 
conſequence, of his having been ſeduced, by pre- 
conceived prejudices, to aſſign an incompetent, 
and apparently an untrue, motive for his reſtora- 
tion of this verſe in A. D. 1522. And this con- 
duct ſeems to juſtify the cenſure caſt upon him by 
Wetftein, which is the more ſevere becauſe it falls 
from a friend, and fellow-advocate. © f is an al- 
moſt intolerable thing (ſays he) in Eraſmus, that he 
will frequently try to ſhelter himſelf (o) under ex- 
cules, which are even idle, and diſhoneſt, rather 
than make an ingenuous confeſſion of a fault, or a 


miſtake.” 


XXXIII. * A MS has been referred to, 
which is now lodged in the Library belonging 
to 


le) Nad denique in Eraſmo minime ferendum eft, quod ſeepe excuſati- 
onib:s parum idoneis nec ſatis honeſtis uti, quam erreris culpam fimplicilur 


Jateri, maluerit,” Ii egſtein, Proleg. p. 124.) 
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to the Univerſity of Dublin. And Wetftein 
reckons that MS to be what Eraſmus calls Co- 


dex Britannicus.” 


The Dublin MS is not the Codex Britannicus of 
Eraſmus ;—becauſe (as Dr. Benſon confeſſes in ano- 
ther (v) place) the latter reads n»vysa only, the for- 
mer «yz Tvvyp%, in the ſeventh verſe, and becauſe, 
in the eighth verſe, the article s; is placed before 
pagrupzyres in the MS of Dublin; but the ſame ar- 
ticle is not found at all in the Codex Britanmcus. 
It is impoſſible that the ſame MS ſhould, in the ſame 
given paſſage, differ from itſelf ; or, in other words, 
be the ſame, and yet not the ſame MS, 


XXXIV. “ The learned author of The Me- 
moirs of the fe and writings of Dr. Water- 
land (p. 79) gives this account of it. The 
Lublin MS now has it [that is, the diſputed 

text ;] written (as I am told, by one who has 
ſeen it ) in a different hand (as all the Epi mT 
are) from the reſt of the MS. 


I have been favored by the learned Dr. Wi igſon, 
of 


(p) Note on page 640. See alſo Appendix Na, 1: and let the fol. 
lowing words of Eraſmus be repeated. . In codice unde contuli in Aug- 
lia fuifſe ſeriptum nagrepes pro nager. But the Dublin MS 24d 
Hag ren, and NOT nagropty, in this paſſage, 


_— _— — 
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of the Univerſity of Dublin, with the following 
account of this MS: which directly contradicts 


the aſſertion, thus brought from the writer of the 
Memoirs of Dr. Waterland. 


he Dublin MS, as exactly as I can form an 
opinion, is WRITTEN BY THE SAME HAND. In 
the Goſpel of St. Matthero the letters are ſmaller, 
and the lines more flender, than in the other parts 
of the MS, In the reſt of TE wHoLE volume 
the letters are uniformly larger, but ſo ſimilar as to 
indicate THE SAME SCRIBE. It abounds in con- 
trations. There are NO RASURES. 


The Scribe, when he had immediately diſco- 
vered an erroneous letter or ſyllable, drew a line 
acroſs the miſtake, and ftraightway ſubjoined the 
word correctly written. When the error was not 
obſerved until the paragraph, or page, was con- 
cluded, the correction is exhibited in the margin; 
the faulty word croſſed, yet ſtill legible. But ſome 
of theſe corrections, thus noted in the margin, 
ſeem to have been made when the whole work 
was concluded ; becauſe, in them, the ink is much 
blacker than in the text, having acquired, by ſtand- 
ing longer, a deeper tinge. | | 

| « 46 


2 
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« It is written with accents, and ſpirits. The 
Acts are placed after the Epiſtles of St. Paul. 

2. The CONTBESTED VERSE is, indiſputably, 

WRITTEN BY THE SAME PERSON who 4wrote the 


REST OP THE PAGE, and the REST OF THE EPIS- . 


TLE. This, on inſpection, will appear ſelf-evi- 
dent and inconteſtible, 


* 3 As to the antiquity of the MS, I am in- 


capable of giving a decided opinion, further than 


as follows. That it preceded the æra of Printing 
ſeems very clear, from its having many readings not 
found in any edition prior to Stephens ; therefore 
not a tranſcript from any of them. But I do not 
think that it can be carried higher than a century, 
or two at the utmoſt, before the invention of 
Printing, For it is certainly written on thick, po- 
liſhed paper, which Ycard miſtook for parchment. 
Now no paper records have been diſcovered ante- 
rior to the cloſe of the twelfth century, as I find 
in the Aa Leipſienſia. It was, therefore, a tranſ- 
cript from ſome MS now perhaps loſt ; and on 
that account claims the authority of an original, 
Whether corrected, and compleated according to a 
Latin copy, is more than I know.“ | 

U 4 5 I have 
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Before ſuch authority as this, the telling of Dr. 
' Benſon, who is told by the Author of certain Me- 
moirs, who is told by one who has no name, that 
this text is written in @ different hand from the'reft 
of the M, —vaniſhes into nothing. 


. A ' 


I have hitherto tranſcribed the account given to 
me by Dr. Wilſon : and from a perſonal examina- 
tion of the MS, taken ſince the cloſe of my cor- 
reſpondence with him, I am enabled to declare the 
very great correctneſs of the, preceding ſtatement, 
ſave as to the obſervation about contractionc; which 
it exhibits, but not abundantly. I make myielf 
reſponſible for the few additions which are about 
to be made to Dr. Wilſon's deſcription, and for the 
reaſonings upon them. 


It is certainly written upon paper, and not upon 
vellum, becauſe the marks of the wires of the 
molds, upon which paper is made, are plainly diſ- 
cernible in it. () 


The whole of the MS is evidently written by 
the ſame perſon. Taking every circumſtance into 
conſideration, this copy ſeems to have been made 

| . in 


() Mr. Richard Nun, a very intelligent manufacturer of Paper in 
Dablin, was called in to determine this fact. 
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in the fourteenth century. But it is not to be 
lightly eſteemed on that account. Every MS of 


the New Teſtament now ſubſiſting is moſt pro- 
bably a copy from ſome anterior copy. The auto- 


graphs of the Evangeliſts or Apoſtles, and they 
alone, can be termed originals ; and they have all 
_ periſhed by the effects of time and accident. The 


copy, then, from whence the Dublin MS was 
taken, might have been as ancient as any Greek 
MS now ſubliſting. There is good reaſon to be- 
| lieve that it was very ancient, becauſe the vowels « 
and v are written throughout the MS, with double 
points placed over them : which method of point- 
ing, by the teſtimony of Montfaucon (r) the moſt 


competent of all men to decide a queſtion of this 


nature, ſhewsa MS to be more than a thouſand 
years old, This is a ſtrong preſumption in favor 
of the antiquity of that copy, from which this Dub- 
lin MS was taken. From what fill more ancient 
copy that antecedent copy was framed, or whether 
it was taken in part at leaſt, from the autographs 
of the Evangeliſts and Apoſtles themſelves, is not 
to be determined by the preſent age, any more than 
it can decide the ſame queſtions as to the Alexan- 
drine, or the Cambridge MS. I have the ſame 
right, Sir, to contend on one ſide of the queſtion 
as any perſon can have on the other; and I am 


not 
(r) Palergraphia Greca, Ed. Paris. A. D. 1708, Lib, i. p. 33. 
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not fearful of encountering any ſerious rebuke, 
when the ſubject ſhall have been fully conſidered, 
for this ſtatement of this part * the an 


The controverted paſſage is exactly repreſented 
by the oppolite CR Mme 


XXXV. © 7t appears thence probable, that 
that part of the MS has been added ſince the 
time of Archbiſbop Uſher. In whoſe collations 
2 bee verſe in ne is not "rao i 


The N from whence the former part of 

this objection is drawn, having been juſt diſproved, 
the former part of this concluſion muſt. conſe- 
quently fall to the ground. And, às to the latter 

part of it, —the verſe 1. John, v: 7 does not ap- 
pear, it 1s true, in the collations which Archbiſhop 
Uſher made of this MS, becauſe he did not live to 
carry thoſe collations beyond the firſt chapter of 

the Epiſtle to the Romans, 


Wl | This circumſtance is evident ſrom the Proleg- 
| emena (5) of Dr. Mill: which, however, Dr. Ben- 
| {s) Mill. Proleg. 1979-80. This circumſtance is further affirmed 
by a Memorandum of Dean Ycard, prefixed to this MS: ( The read» 
ings of this MS were not gathered, but to the 22d of the Acts of the 


Holy Apoſtles, and thoſe of the firſt chapter of the Epiſtle to the Romans.” 
| {See alſo Wetſtein's Proleg. p. 52, and Emiyn's Reply, C. v. p. 269.] 
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fon has endeavoured to conceal from his readers. 
He did not chuſe to communicate to them that 
part of Dr. Mill's account of this MS, which ſup- 
ported its reputation and character; although he 
uſes all haſte (as will appear in the next ſucceeding 
extract) to ſtate thoſe parts of his Prolegomena at 
length, which tended to depreciate the verſe. 


XXXVI. © Dr. Mill /ays, I is zoritten in 


a modern and careleſs hand ; with. ſome things 
blotted out, and others interpolated.” 


It ſeems moſt probable that Dr. Mill, and Mr. 


Caſley, had never ſeen this MS. Dean Yeard's 


account, who had ſeen it formerly, and Dr. Wil- 
ſon's deſcription, who has lately inſpected it (to 
which I beg leave to add my own teſtimony) ad- 
mit the blottings out and interpolations, but ex- 
plain them in a manner the moſt honorable to the 
Copyiſt.“ The Writer (a Dean Ycard) has 
not taken plains to make fair writing, He has 
often greatly neglected his hand; and, what is 
very diſagreeable to the eye, but is nevertheleſs be 
mark of integrity in a Tranſcriber, is, that when in 
copying he perceived any word, or words, to have 
been omitted by him, he eraſed thoſe which he 
had written [ſubſequent to the omiſſion] and re- 


placed 
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placed them in the body of the work, after he had 
inſerted therein what he had before omitted.“ (4) 


Blots and interpolations may be marks of haſte 
in the Copyiſt ; but they are not certain proofs of 
inaccuracy in the MS itſelf, It is morally impoſſi- 
ble, that the tranſcriber of ſo large a book as the 
New Teſtament ſhould travel through his taſk 
without falling into errors, without committing 
miſtakes. And if upon reviſion he ſhould decline 
to blot or to interpolate, leſt he ſhould be ſaid not 
to have © taken pains to make fair writing,” the 
outward fairneſs of his work would ill atone for 
its internal errors and defects. 

Thus far as to this charge of blots and interpo- 
lations, in general. Let it be finally remarked, as 
to this verſe in particular, that it is neither blotted 
nor interpolated ; but is written in the body of the 
page, and in the ſame fair uniform hand with the 
reſt of the MS, 


XXXVII. © Mr. Cafley calls it a modern 
MS, probably tranſlated, or correfted, from 
the Latin Vulgate.” 


That 


(w) Martin's La Verite, Part ii, C. 12. 
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That this Copy is probably not m hundred 
| years old, has been already admitted; although it 
has been contended at the ſame time that ſuch ad- 
miſſion, n ee conſidered, detracts not from 
its authority. 


&s to the ſuppoſed correction or tranſlation from 
the Latin Vulgate, if the charge were meant to be 
brought againſt this MS generally, it is the lan- 
guage of mere eonjeCture, and therefore deſerves 
no attention. But if it were intended to charac- 
teriſe the paſſage 1. John v: 7, 8 in particular, the 
obſervation is not juſt. For the Dublin NS does 
not contain the final clauſule of the eighth verſe, 
which the quotations herein beſore brought from 
Durandus, Hugo Charenſis and St. Bernard ſhew 
to have anciently ſtood in the Vulgate of Jerome: 
and the words of Facundus prove the ſame point 
as to the old Italic Verſion. (x) 


XXXVIIL © 7 would have truth take 
place, on which fide ſoever it falls,” 


If Dr. Benſon, inſtead of raking together every 
thing that hath been ſaid, however miſtakenly, by 
Mill 

(x) Pak 22—5, and 107 of theſe Letters, and Appendix No. 
viii, ix, and xii. 
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All and Caſley, in prejudice of the MS in queſ- 
tion, and preſſing that fide of the argument alone, 
had thought fit at the ſame time to have given to 
the world what Martin and Ycard had urged: in 
favor of its antiquity and authority; his praQtiee 
would have done as much honor to this declara- 
tion, as it now reflects diſgrace upon it. 
+ 
XXXIX. Again; we have been referred 
to another MS, which is in the King of 
Pruſſia s Library, at Berlin. That MS has, 
. indeed, the diſputed text. But then it is ac- 
knowledged to be a late tranſcript from a 
printed Greek Teſtament, and, particularly, 
from the Complutenſian edition; which the ig- 
norant tranſcriber has followed fo cloſely, as 
to copy exactly and without variation, even the 
very errors of the Printer.” 


This MS was purchaſed upwards of a century 
ago, at a high price, by Frederic William the Great, 
Elector of Brandenburgh, and was believed to be 
very ancient, not only by the learned of that age 
in general (as by the Librarian Zendreichius, by 
Saubertus, Profeſſor of. Divinity at Helmſladt, by 
Tollius, and by the great Orientaliſt Jablonſti, at 


Berlin) but by the famous Spanbeim. | 
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On the other hand M. V. La Croge, the Royal 
Librarian at Berlin in the beginning of the preſent 
century, in a letter written A. D. 1720, and pub- 
liſhed by Mr. Eulyn in his conteſt with Mr. Mar- 
tin, affirms this Ms to be a late tranſcript from the 
Complutenſian Edition. I wonder, ſayr he, that 
our MS, a book of no authority, ſhould be al- 
ledged in confirmation of a dubious reading, after 
I have already made it manifeſt. to many learned 
men, and to Mr. Martin himſelf, that this book, 
although ſold by an artful impoſtor for an ancient 
MS, and boaſted of accordingly, is only a late 
tranſcript from the Complutenſian Edition: and this 
| I PERCEIVED AT ONCE, when I formerly viewed 
this Library as a ſtranger, and before I had any in- 
tentions of ſettling at Berlin; and I made this de- 
claration openly to Hendreichius, now dead; and 
ever ſince this Library has been entruſted to my 
care, I have candidly declared the ſame * all per- 
ſons, nor is Mr. Martin ignorant of it.“ —In an- 
other part of the ſame letter La Croze ſays, © He 
who has ſeen the Complutenſian Edition, has alſo 
ſeen our MS, without excepting even the very 
errors of the Printer, which the ignorant tran- 
ſcriber has followed ſo cloſely, as to make it abſo- 
lutely certain that ſome illiterate copyiſt was em- 


ployed 
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ployed by ſome learned cheat, in order to ACcome 
* this impoſture.“ 


In another n much anterior in point of date 


to this which has juſt been abſtracted, the ſame La 
Croze ſays (with a forwardneſs which indicates 


that he had taken his {ide, and that the fate of the 
verſe in queſtion was not indifferent to him) among 


other things: (5 


I read YESTERDAY Dr. Mill's Diſſertation 
upon the paſſage of St Jobn; and found there 
ALMOST all that I HAD THOUGHT upon the ſame 
ſubject. ALL the ancient Greek and Latin MSS, 
in reckoning up the three [TuYREE !] Witneſſes, 
mention only the Spirit, the Water, and the Blood; 
There is no account to be made of our Greek MS 
of the New Teſtament; it is a work which, al- 
though it has deceived many, I never thought 
above cighty years old. In the year 1696, upon 
coming to Berlin this MS was ſhewn to me as be- 
ing a thouſand years old. After having examined 
it a moment, 1 maintained that it was modern, and 
copied from the edition of the Bible of Cardinal 
Ximenes. I convinced the late Mr. Spanheim, and 
the then Librarian, by a compariſon of paſlages, 
the 


(yz) Embn's Reply, p. 286. 
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the reſemblance of characters, and other ſenſible 
proofs. The paſſage of the Three Witneſſes is 
there word for word as in the Bible of Alcala, 
and it could not be there otherwiſe, The ancient 


Fathers have (3) NEVER made uſe of ſo re- 
markable a paſſage. The Lectionary, entitled 


Arogo , in my opinion is of no great 5 
in this caſe. I do not doubt its antiquity; 


theſe eccleſiaſtical Books are more ſubjec to . 


terations than others,” 


Such teſtimony as this (to ſay nothing of that 


air of ſelf-ſufficiency, which appears in almoſt. 


every line of it) carries ſuſpicion in its counte- 
nance, There can be but ſmall doubt of the then 
Flector having taken the opinions of the - moſt 
learned men of his Court and Country, as to the 
antiquity of this MS, antecedently to his purchaſe 
of it; and of their having given their ſentiments 
in its favor, after having tried it by the beſt exa- 
mination in their power. There can be no doubt 
of this MS being well known to Hendreichius, be- 
| X cauſe, 


(z) M. La Croxe, it ſeems; had never conſulted the /authorities 
ſtated in the former part of theſe letters, which directly deſtroy this 
aſſertion; or he would Never have made it. He was certainly a 
very learned man, But the manner in which he conducted himſelf, 
45 to this verſe, merits the ſeyerelt reprehenſion. 


— 
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cauſe; as the Electoral Librarian, he had it under 
his care many years; to Saubertus, becauſe he has 
ſet forth nearly two hundred various readings from 
it in his commentary on the Goſpel of St. Mat. 
thew ; to Tollius, becauſe he is cited in relation to 
it by Le Long; to Fablonſki, becauſe he was con- 
ſulted by Kettner on the ſubje&, previouſly to his 
publication; and to Spanheim, for La Croze affirms 
that he convinced Spanheim of its being an im- 
poſture. It is ſurely then, on the very face of this 
account, a moſt ſtrange, an almoſt incredible thing, 
that La Croze ſhould perceive at once, at a ſingle 
glance as it were, and in a moment, that it was only 
eighty years old, and a tranſcript from the Complu- 
tenſian edition, when ſo many learned men, upon 
a long acquaintance with, and a cloſe examination 
of the MS, could not perceive that either of theſe 
allertions were likely to be the truth. Such a nar- 
ration as this, having no ſupport beyond the bare 
affirmation of the reporter, would deſerve little 


credit, even if no poſitive proof could be brought 
to deſtroy it, But 


1. As to La Croze's aſſertion, that he had 
made it manifeſt to Mr. Martin that the MS in 
queſtion was a late tranſcript from the Compluter- 

fan 
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lan Edition, —it turns out, by (a) Mr. Martin's 
own account, which was addreſſed to La Croze, 
which it was highly incumbent upon him to have 
contradicted if he could, but which ſtands to the 
| preſent hour even uncontroverted, that he had 
made to Mr. Martin no ſuch manifeſtation at all. 
Nor was it indeed poſſible that Za Groze could 
make manifeſt his aflertion, for 


This MS is NoT a tranſcript from the Com- 
—_ Bible : as will evidently appear by the 
following obſervations, (35) 


In the Goſpel of St. Matthew, ii: 13, the M8 


of Berlin reads GTOXTAYRL but the reading of the 


X 2 Bible 


(a) Martin's La Vrrite, Part ii. C. 5, La Croxe attempted indeed 
to apologiſe to Werſtein on this ſubject, by ſaying, that he had not de- 
fended himſelf, becauſe, he was unwilling to offend Mr. Martin 
or to treat him harſhly. (Proleg. p. 59.) But this was a mere pre- 
tence. Whilſt he thought himſelf able to ſapport kis own aſſump. 
tions, he made no ſcruple of treating Mr. Martin diſreſpectfully 
enough. 

() The variations, which were noted in the fortner editions of 
theſe Letters, were taken from Saubertus, Theſe, which follow, are 
copied from Geo. Theoph. Pappelbaum's account of this MS publiſhed 
at Berlin in A. D. 1785, a few months after the date of the Letter 
[Append. No. xxxviii.] with which 1 had been obliged and ho- 
nored by M. Zoellner. Several particulars, from M. Pappelbaum's de- 
ſcription of this MS, are given in Appendix No. xxxix. 
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Bible of Complutum is rechtes, in the eee 
aa. „ 


10 fl 17 the Berlin MIS has ah die 
but the | Compluten/ion Edition reads in "the ſame 


1 vr 8 um 


In v: 24 the Berlin MS has xaranraaynt mw ad- 
gw, But the Complutenſian edition reads in the 


ſame paſſage dn. 


In V: 32 the Berlin MS. reads or. g 0 amol. 
But the reading of the Complutenſian edition is or 


065 &v areaven. 


In v: 36 the Berlin MS has Alurss T0N0X% , 
var. But the Complutenſian edition Azvnny n EAG NAY 


reine in the correſponding paſlage. 


Inv: 48 the Berlin MS has » ovear But the 
Complutenſian edition reads in this paſlage 0 Ev Toig 


o aνον,ẽ. 


In vi: 13 the Complutenſi. an edition has the Dox- 
ology compleat—" For thine is the kingdom, the 
power, and the glory for ever and ever: of which 

| the 
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the margin ofthe _BeilerMS as 26t x-ingls 


word. 


In vii: 18 the Berlin MS has 0: rau ddr. 
But the Complutenſian Edition has only 2d. dend. 


In vii: 1 9 the Berlin MS has vas 27 dev por. But 
the Complutenſian edition does not read the word 


» in this paſſage. 


In ͤvii: 24 the Berlin MS reads opouehnceras, But 
the Complutenſian edition only ouorury, 


In viii: 13 the Berlin MS has ««lowragyn. But 
the Complutenſian edition reads exalorragxo in this 
verſe. | 


In ix: 19 the Berlin MS has ve ao. But 
the Complutenſian edition reads ann,, in this 
paſſage. 6 


In iow zo the MS of Berlin reads avwwyhneav wa- 
ezx nn ei opa. But the Complutenſian edition 
does not exhibit the word rag, n in that paſ- 
ſage. ; 


In xi: 21 the Berlin MS has owvedu nan ut 
X 3 revonc an 
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+3wonras.” But the Complutenſian ane does not 
read z«0npera in this verſe. 


In iii 4 the Berlin MS has ra rwerave Tu obe aν. 
But the Complutenſian edition reads in this pallage 


ra TETHAVH only. 


In xiii : 22 the Berlin MS has v Avyoy Teo 
But the Complutenſian edition does not read the 
word rare in this paſſage. 


In xiii: 47 the Berlin MS has ue, c 
But the Compluten/ian 2 reads en in 
in this verſe. . 


In xv: 22 the MS of Berlin reads tu. oniow 
als, But the Complutenſian edition has in the 
| ſame paſſage EXPAUYHTEV QUTW, | 


In xvi: 26 the Berlin MS has ot νn¹ονε , even 


1. But the Complutenſian edition reads v] 
in the ſame paſſage. 


In xvii: 2 the Berlin MS has ws Xwww. But the 
Complutenſian edition reads as ro gus in the paralle 


pal age. 


In 
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In xviii: 33 the Berlin MS has de ew da ct. 
But the Complutenſian edition does not read eu, * 
this verſe. 


1 


In xix: 24 the Berlin MS has gap arch an. 


But the Complutenſian edition reads dun in this 


paſſage. 
In xx: 23 the Berlin MS has «ov ve daa. But 


the Complutenſian edition does not read lo in this 
verſe, 


In xxiii: 8 the Berlin MS has duda. But 


the Complutenſi Fan edition reads e n of 


0:0a0o%an6)) in this paſſage. 


In xxiii: 9 the Berlin MS has vuw og But 
the Complutenſian edition reads £v T045 oveavos in this 
verle. 3, 


In xxiv: 24 the Berlin MS has ort . 


But the Complutenfia an edition reads ja in this 
pallage. | 


In xxiv: 43. the Berlin MS has rev es e. 
But the Complutenſian edition reads rm oay in this 
verſe. 


X 4 In 
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In xxv: 16 the Berlin MS has egdneν anne Hi. 
But the Cumplutenſſiam edition reads canon in this 
paſſage. 


In xxvi: 20 the Berlin MS has duden Hανz. 
But the Complutenſian' edition does not read juubiſus 
in this verſe. 


In xxvii: 1 the Berlin MS has emoincar wares, 
But the Complutenſian edition reads Hag, in that 
paſlage. 


In xxvii: 29 the MS of Berlin reads w en dt. 


But the edition of Complutum hath in the parallel 


paſſage tri ru de FE. 


In James ii: 25 the Berlin MS has urodtFah ro; 
xa&Taxcxoro;, But the Complutenſian edition reads 
&YYeAous (not xaTagxoTOus) in that verſe, 


In iv: 12 the Berlin MS has vofaobt rng nou KIT, 
But the Complutenſian edition does not ſet forth 
the words xa: xe71; in this verſe. 


In v: 7 a Berlin MS has 0U Md P01 prov, But 
the Complutenſian edition does not read the word 
tte in this paſſage, | 

In 
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In v: 19 the Berlin MS has 4d:apa. mou cav, - But 
the Compluten/ian edition omits the word jv, as in 
the laſt preceding inſtance. as cnn 


In 1 Petr i: 3 the Berlin MS. has Nest » 
vg But the A edition reads . 
in this paſſage. | | 


In ii: 11 the Berlin MS has ade wagaxanc, 
But the Compintenſian edition reads n ng 
not WS in this verſe, . Mt 


In v: 14 the Berlin MS has « e. Nn ayua, But 
the Complutenſian edition reads « pianpzrs ayann; in 
this paſlage. 


In 2. Pet. i: 11 the Berlin MS has pov M 
x owrngpos, But the Complutenſian edition does not 
read the words xa owrngo; in this verſe, 


In i: 12 the Berlin MS has di“ „ ev prrance vuas 
a. But the Complutenſian edition reads * ou 
OueANTW HEL v in this paſſage. 


In iii: 7 the Berlin MS has rw avru Aoyw, But 
the Complutenſian edition reads ro &uT0u AG in this 


verſe, 


| In 


| 
4 
3 


4 


298 DR. BENS ON; 


In wm: f 13 the Berlin MS has ara ra mtayyirpary 
evrov, But the Complutenſian edition * na ra re 


aure⁰ e in this paſſage. 


In I, Fohn v: 10 the Berlin MS. has Tires ww 
vw, But the Complutenſian edition reads'rw fu n | 


| not rw via) I in this verſe. 


In 3 Jobn 10 the Berlin MS has Toug aid 


waves, But the Compluten/i an edition reads Tove 


Povnoperovs in this paſſage. 


In Jude 22 the Berlin MS has azyxere fraxpwopr 
vous, But the Complutenſian edition reads «acer, 
$:axpivoprver in this verſe, 


In the Apocalypſe ili: 5 the Berlin MS has 
ovrTwe vt Hν,]̃Mlnͥ But the Complutenſian edition 
reads ouT0g rig. in this paſſage. | 


In iii: 7 the Berlin MS has K T1v xa&da, But 


the Complutenſian edition reads H (inſtead of *_ 


in this verſe. 


Ta iv: 9 the Berlin MS has oray du But the 
Complutenſian edition reads ora due in this pat 


ſage. 
In 
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In vi: 7 the Berlin MS has 5$Ppayida Th TETGpTy— 
Arrays tX0U Ka Ort. But the Complutenſian edi. 


tion reads rtr cf * tx ov (only) 1 in this 
verſe. 


In vi: 8 the Berlin MS has « þavare; —-nxonouder Abr e. 


But the Complutenſian edition adds the words 


x: eden, omits the article o, and further reads 
acuh fr avroy in this paſſage, 


In vii: 11 the Berlin MS has rov dosen aurov ewe 
reg O aur. But the Complutenſian edition reads 
ov Peavey £74 r Weogwna avrwy in this paſſage. 

In xi: 9 the Berlin MS reads v, xa nuiorv, But 
the Complutenſian edition does not read the word 
xa in this part of the verſe. And laſtly, 


In xiv: 8 the Berlin MS has n weng, n pryann, 


But the Complutenſian edition omits Wo Alg, read- 


ing » :yza1 only in this paſſage. 


Before we try to compute the effect of theſe va- 
riations it may be proper briefly to conſider the 
arguments which M. Pappelbaum has advanced to 


ſupport La Croze in his aſſertion that this MS is a 


tranſcript from the Compluten/ian edition. 
1. At 


** 
„ 
— 


. 


8 r 


l 
| 
Y 
| 
1 
| 
| 
1 
' 
| 
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1. At the cloſe of his collation of the Apoca- 
lypſe he ſays (c) © Since our MS agrees ſo cloſely 

with the Compluten/ian edition, that there are no 
more than twelve deviations to be found in it, that 
twenty typographical errors and twenty nine pe- 
culiar variations, and ſix remarkable diviſions of 
the letters of the words are likewiſe to be met 
with in our MS, to which the Copyiſt through 
careleſſneſs and ignorance has added twenty two 
miſtakes : I need not apprehend the reproach of 
partiality or unreaſonableneſs when I allow Za 
Croze to be right in the main point, and maintain 
with him that our MS at leaſt in this book, is a 
copy of the Complutenſian edition, and that the 
Copyiſt muſt have been ignorant.” 


Again, at the end of his collation of the firſt 
epiſtle of St. John—*®* The Berlin MS agrees 
throughout in this epiſtle with the Complutenfian 
edition (the word vw, V: 10, excepted) and has 
thirteen peculiar variations of that edition, includ- 
ing three typographical errors, to which the Co- 


pyiſt 


(c) P. 68. He collated the Apocalypſe, the Canonical Epiſlles, 
and the Goſpel of St. Matthew, in the order in which they ; are here 


mentioned. 
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pyin has added ſix additional miſtakes, r 
ted a whole line.” (4) | 


At the cloſe of his collation of St. Matthew 5 
Golpeh he thus ſpeaks. 


* Had 1 begun my enquiry with this — l 


ſhould not then have the leſs aſſented to La Croze, 
which I muſt acknowledge I can now do with 
greater confidence, having met with ſo many de- 
ciſive paſſages, in the Ayocalypſe and the Catholic 


epiſtles. And pray what are forty. or even fifty 


deviations in this book of twenty eight chapters, 
in compariſon with the general agreement of the 
whole book ? 


* Or ſuppoſe I was to publiſh. the text of 
Matthew's Goſpel, which would differ only in 
forty, ſixty, or eighty inſtances from the Complu- 
tenſian edition, but in the reſt would ſo accurately 
agree with it as to contain its twenty nine pecu- 
liar variations and thirteen of its fifteen typogra- 
phical errors, not to mention the ſingular, diviſions 


of 


(% This omiſſion was evidently cath by /imilar endings. This 
part of the epiſtle ſtands thus, xoruer | xa avry rw n vin 1 


„ug TOY * V: 4+ The eye of the Copyiſt glanced 


from one X05joy to the other in tranſcribing. See Appendix, No. 
XxXIx. 


3 ms. 
S . yy 


: | l a , 
. . — —˙*— — . acne t 
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of the letters of words: could any man believe in 
ſpite of my aſſurance that I had copied this text 
without the help of the Complutenſian edit ion * | 


Theſe particular coincidences certainly form a 
ſtrong preſumption, tending to the concluſion here 
drawn by M. Pappelbaum ;—but no more. That 
the tranſcriber of the Berlin MS was ignorant of 
the Greek language will not be denied. - And if 
there had been no deviations in his copy, except 
fuch as might have been accounted for on the ſcore 
of ignorance or miſtake, the argument would have 
been irreſiſtible. But theſe deviations, many of 
which have been juſt ſtated, are not the wander- 
ings of ignorance, or the caſualties of miſtake. 
Without a ſingle exception they agree with MSS 
of good repute, in many inſtances with ſome of 
thoſe of the Royal, and the Colbertine, Libraries 
at Paris; with the MSS of R. Stephens, Saubertus, 
and Caſaubon ; with the Codex Montfortius at Dub. 
lin; the celebrated MS of Cambridge, and the till 
more celebrated MS of Alexandria. They con- 
cord too abſolutely with the readings of other 
MSS to be mere errors of the tranſcriber. They 
are too correct in their language, and too pointed 
in their meaning, to be the errors of an ignorant 
tranſcriber. And they differ too widely, are in 
| every 
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every reſpect too diſcordant from the text of the 
Complutenſian edition, to warrant a poſhbility that 
that the MS of Berlin can have been a — 
from that edition. 


If it ſhall be urged that, although this ignorant 


tranſcriber could not have had acceſs to theſe MSS 
to copy theſe variations from them, yet that the 
learned cheat, whom Ta Croze ſuppoſes to have 
been the author of this impoſture, might have 
contrived means to approach to them, or to ſome 
of the MSS which contained ſome of them, and 
to the printed Greek editions of the New Teſta- 
ment which ſet forth the reſt, and that he dictated 
to his illiterate copyiſi theſe particular deviations, 
the better to conceal his premeditated fraud it 
ſeems ſufficient to reply, that a learned cheat of 


this kind would firſt have dictated to his copyiſt 
the proper corrections of the typographical errors 


of the Complutenſian edition itſelf, as the prime 


means of warding off detection; and that after- 


wards, having the materials (as the objeQtion ſup- 
poſes) in his power, he would not have contented 
himſelf with dictating to him 7welve variations 
alone in the Apocalypſe, for inſtance, but would 
have augmented them at leaft ten-fold ; which 
might have been effected with the. utmoſt caſe at 
the 
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the period when La — i this fraud to 
have been accompliſhed. ' In particular we may 
reſt fully aſſured that no /zarned cheat, of any cen- 
tury ſince the publication of the Complutenſian 
edition, acting upon theſe imputed motives, would 
have equipped the firſt epiſtle of St. Jobn with 
only one deviation from that edition, after having 
inſerted in it from that very edition (for fo the ob- 
—.— contends) this i er- and much conteſted 


| Upon the whole it ſeems to be morally certain 
that La Croze, who gave to the Berlin MS a date 
of eighty years only, and his learned contempora- 
ries who aſcribed to it an antiquity of one thou- 
ſand years, were equally miſtaken in their judge- 
ment. It is not yet, probably, four hundred years 
old. But, whatever its age inay be, it certainly is 
not a tranſcript from the Complutenfian edition. It 
ſeems to be a copy from ſome MS, or rather MS5 
(e) which thoſe editors principally followed, —and 
to have been made by a ſcribe, ignorant but ho- 
neft. It is poſſible that it might have been com- 
A piled 


(e) The Catholic (or Canonical) Epiſtles and the Apocalypſe from 
the Codex Rhodienſis perhaps. The Goſpel of St. Maithery from ſome 
other MS. M. Pappelbaum has not collated the Berlin MS to the reſt 
of the New Teſtament, 
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piled even at Complutum, by one of thoſe patient 
drudges who muſt have been employed by theſe 
editors in the mechanical part of their labors. 
This ſingle ſuppoſition, in itſelf eaſy and obvious, 
ſeems to ſolve every doubt, to meet every opinion, 
and to remove every difficulty: and therefore is, 
probably, not far from the truth, 


With reſpect to the information which M. Za 
Croze has further condeſcended to give us,. 
namely, that the Awe5oaG» is of no great authority 
becauſe it is a Lectionary, and becauſe Lectionaries 
are more ſubject to alterations than other eccleſi- 
aſtical Books, —it might be aſked, whether in any 
Lectionary of any Church, any text would, at any 
time, be inſerted which that Church did not 
accept as genuine? But queſtions of this kind 
need not be propoſed, or multiplied in the preſent 
caſe. For the AwocoaGy is NOT a Lectionary, in 
any other ſenſe than as the Bible itſelf may be 
called a Lectionary, namely, from being read in the 
Church. The Avec is a © Collection (/) of the 
V'piſtles of the New Teſtament written ſeparately ;” 
that is, ſeparately from the Goſpels, The AweroaGy, 

8 Y then, 


(/) Dr. Thomas Smith's Miſcellanea, Lond, Edit. A. D. 1686, p. 
155. MazTin's La Perite, p. ii. C. 5. | 
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then, is the very volume of the Epiſtles them- 
ſelves, compriſing among the reſt this Epiſtle of 
St. Jobn. And the opinion of La Croze, founded 
on ſuppoſed alterations in Lectionaries, can have 
no place in the preſent queſtion. 


XLI. Aud finally as to the Complutenſian, 
from whence moſt probably, he [R. Stephens] 


took this dl yin paſſage, and inſerted it into 
the * text — 


If Dr. Benſon had ſtopped to compare the text 
of this diſputed paſſage, as it ſtands in the Com- 
plutenſian, with that of the Edition of R. Ste- 
pbene, he moſt probably would not have hazarded 
this obſervation. 


The Greet Text of R. | The Greek Text of the 
Stephens's Edition of Complutenſian Edition 


1 John v: 7, 8. of the ſame Verſes. 
7. Ori Teas 7. Ori Tpeic e 04 paceplu- 
iow oi pacrelug- | pouvTes & r pavy, 0 walng 
0. k. C. 0. ou]; * TW YE XX © Acyos x T0 ayiou 
1. 1%, iy \vy', o Ware, o | Wvvpun, Kai os TEES eig TO en 


A?, xa To 601. 
0 Yi0v , x 
\ 
* ig T0 a. UTO0L 0s reis * ey 


E. 
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8. Kal rens 8. Kai Tpris tic 04 69g» 
ec en paaplup= | Tugouvles ems rng ng To TYEUpG 
euilec & Th Yn, | xa T0 bd Ka To apa, ' 


To Wveupa, Xa 

ro vd, Ka T0 
alta, Xo ol TREIG 
£16 70 ty big. 


In the ſeventh verſe of this Epiſtle, then, the 
edition of R. Stephens reads xa: Aol 01 Jets ;— That 
of Complutum ua: « Tgas only. The edition of R. 
Stephens alſo reads 1 «1 : whilſt that of Complutum 
conveys not only different words, but in ſome re- 
ſpects a different meaning from that of R. Ste- 
phens, by reading £45 T0 EV £50k, 


In the eighth verſe, the edition of R, Stephens 
reads « Tn yn; but that of Complutum i m1; , A 
different prepoſition, governing in the following ſub- 
ſtantive a different caſe. In the edition of R. Ste- 
phens the laſt clauſe of this verſe, K%4 04 obig £65 TOW 7, 
is read entire; but there is not one word of it found 
in the eighth verſe of the edition of Complutum. 


Beſide theſe palpable diſcordances (and others 
might be added) which render the pretence of one of 
theſe editions having been a tranſcript of the other, 
improbable beyond all ſeeming ; a little attention 
to the method in which R. Stephens proceeiied 

1 throughout 


throughout his edition of A. D. 1550, will prove 
the abſolute impraQticability of this ſuppolition. 


When any particular word, or words, were 
found in ſome of his authorities, which did not 
exiſt in the reſt of them, R. Szephens, on inſerting 
ſuch word, or words in the text of his work, con- 
ſtantly pointed out in his margin, by the help of 
his inſtruments the obelus and the /emi-parentheſic, 
the MS, or MSS in which ſuch word or words 
were wanting. And when, upon placing his obe- 
lus and ſemi-parenthefis in the text, the paſſage, or 
the word, to which they were made to refer, was 
found in one only of his MSS, it was his invari- 
able cuſtom to ſignify this deficiency, in the mar- 
gin, by the following deſcription—u nas: (or rare) 
rau 7s g (for inſtance) viz. This word, or paſſage, 
is wanting in all my authorities, except the M$ 
marked g: or, for the ſake of brevity, by the ſingle 
initial = (inſtead of « rac; or rare) followed by 
the reſt of the reference, Thus in St. Matthery 
xii: 35, the obelus and /emi-parentheſis are placed 
over the words zus zagdiac; and in the margin is 
written & HN TAnv EE Tw . OC Theſe words are want- 
ing in all my authorities except the MS . In St. 
Mark viii: 2 the marks of reference are placed 
over the word α , and the correſponding mar- 
ginal Note is, var b Tz J Or Wanting in all ex- 

cept 


D R. BENSON. 30g 


rept the MS marked y. And laſtly in St. Fobn iii; 
25 the references are annexed to the word Lada, i 
and in the margin is found the Note @, wan 72 a, 
or, wanting in all except the Copy a, which is the 
Complutenſian Edition. 


Now, what is the Note, or deſcription of R. 
Stephens in the margin of this diſputed verſe, con- 
ſidered in relation to the Complutenſian Edition? 
f Not t Wa, Or wal WN T2 % (or abbreviated, W. 
wav 78 a) which is the conſtarit cuſtom of R. Ste- 
pbent, where one only of his authorities ſupports a 
particular reading: Not Wanting in all my copies, 
except the Complutenſian”—which certainly would 
have been the caſe, if the ſuppoſition, advanced 
by Dr. Benſon and now under conſideration, were 
juſt. But this Note and reference are to this 
effect, and may be thus fairly paraphraſed. The 
words in ru gave in this verſe, are wanting in ſeven 
of my MSS. The Complutenſian Copy, and others 
F my authorities have the whole verſe at full length, 
ſave that the Complutenſian has, at the cloſe of the 
verſe, a reading peculiar 10 itſelf, vis. us re u, which 
does not belong to any of the reſt. If R. Stephens, 
whilſt living, had even entertained ſome latent 
fears leſt a ſuppoſition of the kind now under con- 
ſideration, however prepoſterous, might at ſome 


future time attempt to obtrude itſelf upon the 
Sy world ; 


ä I ie gs I IE a Og -s _ _ 
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world; it ſeems that he could not have employed 
thoſe marginal Notes and references, which he 
had adopted, more appoſitely than he thus has 
done, to meet it with a flat negation. It was not 
well within his power to have done more for our 
ſatisfaction herein, unleſs he had been uneaſy 
enough to have detailed thoſe fears at large to the 
world by anticipation ; and had buſied himſelf, in 
much circumlocution, to caution his readers be- 


forehand, not to pay any heed to ſuch an impoſi- 


tion, if it ſhould be attempted to be paſſed upon 


them. 


© Theſe impediments, Sir, being thus removed, 
I am enabled to ſum up this argument, in both its 
parts, in a few words, Had R. Stephens taken 
this diſputed paſſage from the Complutenſian edi- 
tion, he would have inſerted it in his own book 
as it ſtood in that edition. And he would not have 
remarked, as a circumſtance peculiar to that edi- 
tion, that it read «5 e ©, in a part of the verſe in 
queſtion, if the whole verſe had been peculiar to 
it, and had not been found in any of his other au- 
thorities. But he has of inſerted the diſputed paſ- 
ſage, as it ſtood in the text of the Complutenſian. 
And he has remarked the us ro «©, as a circumſtance 
peculiar to a part of the verſe, in the Compluten- 
lian copy. The conſequence is peremptory ; it will 

not 


not be evaded, and it cannot be repelled: namely, 
chat N. Stephens did NOT- take this moon | 
ſage 2 the 8 ſan edition. 


XLII.“ The Editors | of the Complutenſian 
Edition] /ay, in general, that they followed 
the beſt and moſt ancient MSS of the Vatican.— 
But Mr. Wetſtein (g) renders it dubious unbe- 
ther they had any Vatican MSS, — not only, 
from their varying, in ſo many places, from the 
beſt Vatican copy, but becauſe Leo X. did not 
come to the Popedom, time enough to haue fur- 
niſhed them, in Spain, with ſuch Mcd before 
they undertook that work. For he (being then 
fick) was choſen Pope not a year befure that 
Edition was publiſhed. And they are ſuppoſed 
to have been about fifteen years in Preparing 
and publiſhing it.” 


The Editors of Complutum poſitively, and in the 
ſtrongeſt terms, declare that they had the uſe of 
ſeveral Vatican MSS, which were ſent from Rome 
to Cardinal Aimenes for that purpoſe. 


Let it be known (/ay they in their preface) to 
the reader, that we have had, for the benefit of 
Y 4 this 


e) Proleg. p. 116. 
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this work, the uſe of ſeveral MSS, of ſuch very 


great antiquity and correctneſs, that it ſeems a kind 


of impiety to doubt their truth: which the moſt 
Holy Father Leo X. deſirous to favour our under- 


taking, ſent from the Apoſtolic Library to the moſt 


reverend the Cardinal of Spain ; under whoſe au- 
thority, and by whoſe commands, we have com- 
mitted this work to the preſs,” 


'The world ſurely owes to theſe illuſtrious Edi- 
tors ſo much reſpect at leaſt, as to credit a declar- 
ation made with ſuch ſolemnity, unleſs there ſhall 
appear, from circuraſtances, a moral impoſſibility 


of its truth. But the objections, here culled out 


of Wetſtein, are far from importing any ſuch im- 
poſſibility, It by no means follows that thefe Edi- 
tors had no Vatican MSS, becauſe they varied in 
many places from the beſt (Y) Vatican Copy. It 
would be juſt as ſound a concluſion to affirm, that 


R. Stephens had not the Complulenſian Bible, be- 


caule 
(3) The words of the objection are here adopted for the ſake of ar- 


gument alone. For as the Vatican MSS which wete uſed by the Com- 
plutenſian Editors have been long loſt to the world, it was not poſſible 
for Wetſicin to aſlert, with any color of propriety, that they were not 
the beſt Valican copies, The fair preſumption is that thoſe MSS 
which were ſent (exemplaria guæ Leo edutta mifit ) to the Complutenfian 
editors on this great occaſion, were the beſt which the Vatican Library 
could produce. And on occaſions like theſe—dSrabitur preſumptions 


donec prebetur in contrarium. 


' 


| 


— 


— 
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cauſe he has varied in many / places from that Edi- 


tion. And, as to there not being a Leo X. at 


Rome, time enough to have furniſhed them in 
Spain with ſuch MSS, before they undertook that 
work ;” it may be anſwered, that there was a Car- 
dinal (i) de Medicis there, time enough to furniſh 
thoſe MSS to his brother Cardinal, Ximenes, for 
his aſſiſtance in this undertaking. And becauſe, in 
that long ſeries of fifteen years, which ſaw theſe 
learned Editors ſecluded from the world, and anxi- 
ouſly intent on their great work, their original be- 
nefactor had been exalted to the Papal throne, and 
had aſſumed the ew name of Leo X; they would 
not, in their Preface, mention him by his former, 
leſs honorable, appellation, but by the auguſt and 
pre-eminent title which diſtinguiſhed him in A. D. 
1514, when their Polyglott came forth from the 
Preſs. As men, this leſſer kind of Metonymy would 
be natural. As Papy/is, it would be inevitable. 


XLIII.“ Since that, Pope Urban, having 
recommended thoſe MSS in the Vatican to be 
examined, it was found that all of them, which 
have the Epiſile of St. John, want this ſeventh 
verſe of the fifth Chapter.” 


Dr. 


(i) He was created Cardinal, by Innocent VIII. at 14 years of age. 
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Dr. Benſon has not been ſo juſt to his readers; 
(4) as to inform them on what authority this aſ- 
ſertion is founded. 


But admitting for the preſent, and for the ſake 
of argument alone, that the MSS now in the Va- 
lican have not the text in queſtion,—does it fol- 
low from thence, that there were no MSS in that 
Library before the time of Cardinal Ximenet, 
which had the Verſe? Dr. Benſon indeed is for- 
ward enough to tell us that thoſe MSS, thoſe iden- 
tical exemplars which were uſed by the Editors of 
Complutum, were examined, and that © all of them, 


which have the Epiſtle, want the verſe.” Will 


he prove it to us? He does not attempt it. He 
truſts to find readers as full of zeal as himſelf; and 
then—no proof will be required. 


The truth is, the MSS which were ent (not lent 
for there is a great difference in the two words, 
and the expreſſion in the original is mi/it) to Xi- 
menes, for the uſe of the Complutenſian Editors, 
were not ordered, as far as we know, to be re- 
turned, nor are we certified that they ever were 
returned, to the Library of the Vatican, We know 

that 


(4) The ſearch, alledged to have been made by Caryophilus, is ſup- 
poſed to be here alluded to. But even Wer/tcin pays little or no credit 


to it. (Prol. p. 61.) But ſee the preface to Birch's Goſpels, 


| 
| 
: 
1 
| 
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| that the MSS, which were borrowed by R. Ste- 


phens from the Royal Library at Paris, have never 


found their way back thither (/) and that they are 


not now in that Library: for the MSS, mentioned 
by Le Long, have been already proved (m) NOT: 
to be thoſe which had been uſed by R. Stephens. 
And the ſame concluſion may, with far more pro- 
bability, for many obvious reaſons, be formed as 
to the Vatican MSS uſed by the Editors of Com- 
plutum. 


XLIV. © And Father Simon has obſerved 
very juftly, That, when the publiſhers of the 
Complutenſian edition publiſhed this diſputed 
text, they followed the reading of the Latin 
copies here. 


This objection ſuppoſes that Ximenes, and his 
congregated (7) Divines, not finding the text of 
the 


(/; Unleſs for a temporary purpoſe. See p. 249. 
| (m) Object. xxix of Dr. Benſon, p. 204. 

(n) They were no leſs than 42 in number, as hath.been before ob- 
ſerved ; and the expences of Ximenes, in the whole of this publica- 
tion, are affirmed to be Ducatorum ſexcenties Millena millia. The 
Writer of the Appendix to the Hiſt. Lit. of Cave, ſays, Quinguaginta 
millia aureorum. | 

The delighted mind of Ximenes is ſaid, by Gomez, in his life of 
this Cardinal, to have expreſſed the happineſs which it poſſeſſed, on 

| ſeeing 


F 
— 
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the heavenly Witneſſes in any Greek MSS, con 
federated to forge this new text, in order to make 
their Greek correſpond with the Latin Copies : - 


nay, it poſitively affirms that they did ſo, 


Thus lands the liberality of this obj ecion, Let 
us now enquire into its truth. 


The. text of the Latin Copies is Et hi tres 
unum ſunt,” — And theſe three are one. But what 
is the text of the Complutenſian edition in the pa- 
rallel paſſage ? Not ere e 1g u «0:, which would 
have been exactly conſonant to the Latin text, 

-theſe three are one; but « gets eig ro £y et, theſe three 
agree in one. Can any perſon be ſo much a Be- 
otian as to imagine, that if theſe Editors had meant 
to forge a Greek text, © to follow the reading of 
the Latin Copies,” they would not have forged one 
which would have followed (o) thoſe Copies ex- 
aQly ? Is it poſlible to believe, that if theſe Fdi- 
tors had intended to frame in the Greek language 


a tranſlation of the Latin text, they would have 
produced 


ſeeing this great work compleated, in thefe animated words “ Grates 
tibi ago, ſumme Chriſte, quod rem magnopere a me curatam, ad optalam 
finem perduxeris,” ¶ Hody, De Bibl. Text. Orig. p. 462.] 

(e) If they had forged at all, it would not have been g vo & in 


the ſeventh verſe. 
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produced ſomething ſo utterly diſſonant from it? 
that ſo many men of learning, who had ſpent 
fifteen years in collating Greek Ms in order to 
compile a Greek Teſtament, were yet ſo utterly 
ignorant of the Greek language as to bring forth 
a groſs miſtranſlation, and withal one ſo foreign 
to their purpoſe ?—The: truth is that M. Simon, 
and Dr. Benſon, would not have argued thus ab- 
ſurdly in any other caſe. There is, upon a fair 
ſtatement of the proofs, every reaſon to believe, 
(as hath been remarked in a farmer letter) that 
the verſe ſtood, in thoſe MSS which the Complu- 
ſenſian Editors conſulted, exactly as they have de- 
livered it to us; and that they did not think them- 
ſelves at liberty to vary from their MSS, either to 
te follow the reading of the Latin Copies,” or of 
any other copies whatſoever. 


Between this objection herein laſt ſtated, and 
that to which I now proceed, ſeveral miſcellaneous 
obſervations intervene, which Dr. Benſon ſtiles 
* incidental and internal marks which may render 
der it [the authenticity of the verſe] ſuſpected. 
Some of theſe obſervations are too frivolous to re- 
quire any animadverſion. Thoſe, which ſeem ta 
deſerve it, will receive their anſwer hereafter, | 


XIV. 
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XLV. “ hic diſputed text waf not inthe 
Talic, or old Latin Verſion, before the time of 


Ferome. 


The old Italic Verſion, or the Tala Vetus, made 
in the firſt century, and therefore the moſt an- 
cient of all Verſions, was received and read as the 
eftabliſhed Bible of the Latin Church until it was 
compelled to give way to the Tranſlation of Je- 
rome. But Jerome s tranſlation obtained its aſcen- 
dancy by flow degrees, and by the tacit conſent 
and approbation of the Church in general, rather 
than by any public authoritative ſanction of Popes 
or Councils. It had not fully excluded the Old 
Italic even in the age of Gregory the great, who 
died very early in the ſeventh century. For he 
informs us, in his epiſtle to Leander, () that as to 
any point of dodtrine, be ſometimes uſed the New 
[that of Jerome] and ſometimes the Old Tranſla- 
tion [the Hala Vetus] by way of proof in order that 
the labor of his fludies might be aſſiſted by both theſe 


tranſlations, 


„% Novam Tranflationem diſſero; ſed cum probationis cauſa 
exigit, nunc Novam nunc Veterem per teſtimonia aſſumo, ut quia 
ſedes Apoſtolica (cui, auctore Deo, præſideo) utraque utitur, mei 
quoque labor ſtudii ex utraque fulciatur.“ [Ed. Benedict. Vol. i. 
page 6 

He became Pope in or about A. D. 590, and was ſucceeded by Sa- 
hinianus A. D. 604. Chriſt. Helvic. p. 107-8. 
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tran/lations, ſeeing that both of them were made uſe 
of by the Apoſtolic Church over which, by. the 
favor of God, he preſided.” But he declared, at 
the ſame time, that the Verſion of Jerome had 
the preference in his eſteem, becauſe it was more 
accurate, and therefore more worthy of general 
acceptation, 


After this avowed preference, and very proba- 
bly in conſequence of it in ſome degree, the Old 
Italic Verſion became compleatly ſuperſeded, as to 
general uſe, by the tranſlation of Jerome, about the 
end of the ſeventh century, or about three hun- 
dred years after Jerome death. For as M. Simon 
obſerves, who is a very ſafe guide in queſtions of 
this nature, Remigius, Bede, Rabanus—and finally 
all other eccleſiaſtical writers for more than nine 
hundred years paſt, have adhered ſo cloſely to the 
New | Ferome's] Edition, that all other Verſions 
have been utterly loſt, at leaſt as to their uſe.” 


Let it be here added that the tenor of the au- 
thorities from the Latin Fathers, who were prior 
to, and coeval with, and from ſome who were ſub- 
ſequent to, the age of Jerome, which have been 

already ſet forth, confirms the preceding obſerva- 

a tions 
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tions. For it may be ſafely affirmed that the re- 
| ferences to, and the quotations of this verſe, which 
were made by Tertullian, by Cyprian, by Phaba- 
diu and Marcus Celedenſis—by Encherins, Vigi- 
tins, Fulgentius and Caſſiodorius, —and which have 
been already produced, were not, in any inſtance, 
taken from Ferome's Verſion. For the three firſt 
named of theſe writers lived before Ferome's Ver- 
ſion was made. The two next in order were ſo 
nearly the contemporaries of Ferame, that they 
can hardly be fuppoſed even to have ſeen his Ver- 
fion. It ſeems moreover certain, from an examina» 
tion of their works, as well as from the affirmation 
of Wetſtein (q) that Vigilius and Fulgentius did not 
quote from the Verſion of Jerome. And the very 
learned Mafſeius (r) affirms the ſame thing of C 
fodbrius in the moſt poſitive terms. Theſe re- 
ferences and quotations, then, having been made 
whilſt the old Italic Tranſlation was in general uſe 
in the Latin Church, and NoT having been taken 
from that of Jerome, ſeem to beſpeak their own 
derivation in the cleareſt manner, and to prove the 


= | very 


) Proleg. p. 81. He admits that 411 theſe authors, here men- 
tioned, uſed the , ITatic Verſion in their quotations, 

(r) * Ewvidenter enim patet, ex quamplurimis harum Complextonum 
bocis, Coſfiodorium al.1a werfione a Hieronymiana uſum efe”—arc the 
words of Mofftivs, Appendix No. xix. 
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very oppoſite concluſion to that which is advanced 
in the objection: namely, that this diſputed text 
war in the Italic, or old Latin Verſion, not only 
before the time of Jerome, but from the firſt hour 
of that Verſion n delivered to * . 
world. 


XLVI. © . [the verſe in elsa) ts not 
in any of the oriental Verſions, as the Syriac.” 


There were two ancient Syriac Verſions. The 
latter of them was made in the time of Xenayas 
(who was Biſhop of Hierapolis, and died in A. D. 
520) and conſequently in the end of the fifth, or 
in the beginning of the ſixth century. Concern- 
ing the age of the former of theſe Verſions there 
hath been a great diverſity of opinion. To paſs 
over the ſentiments of more ancient critics, the 
learned Michaelis () wiſhes to carry its date up to 
the third century at leaſt ; while Werftein (t) de- 
grades it to the ſeventh century. Truth is, gene- 
rally, a medium between two extremes; and it ſeems 
to be peculiarly ſo in the preſent caſe, For from 

(s) Introd. Lectures, Sect. 49, Ed. Lend. 1761. 

() Preleg. Tom. 1. p. 109. In page 113 he forgets himſelf ſo 


far as to ſay that the /atter (or ſecond) Sjriac Verſion was made in 


A. D. 506 ;—thus making, by his own account, the off5pring older 
than the parent. 
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the teſtimony of Bar Hebraus, in his Horreum 
myſteriorum, that a more accurate Tranſlation of 
the New Teſtament into the Syriac language was 
made in or about the beginning of the ſixth cen- 
tury, in the time of Xenayas ; it ſeems evident that 
one more ancient, although leſs accurate, ſubſiſted 
before that time. Whilſt, on the other hand, it 
ſeems equally certain that this more ancient Syriac 
Verſion was made ſubſequent to the age of Chry- 

/oftom, who died in A. D. 407; becauſe it is divided 
according to the Canons of Euſebius, and contains 
his letter to Curpianus. (u) 


The more ancient Syriac Verſion, then, is poſte- 
Tior in point of time to the /alic Tranſlation, and 
to the Verſion of Jerome; both of which, it has 
been already ſhewn, have conſtantly exhibited the 
verſe in queſtion, The Syriac is, moreover, faulty 
and incorrect almoſt beyond belief. Not words, 
or ſentences only, but even whole verſes, are left 
out or paſſed over by the tranſlator in various 
parts of his Verſion (beſide the paſſage now in 
diſpute) 


(2) It ſets forth the Doxology alſo, Matt. vi: 13; which ſeems to 
have been originally the Reſponſe of the Choir, or Congregation, after 
the uſe of the Lord's Prayer in the ſervice. Placed originally in the 
margin of ſome MSS, it appears to have N into the text in the age 


of Chſeſtom. 
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diſpute) as will abundantly appear on Wann 
the Annotations of Beza. (v) 


Inſtances of omiſſions, in copies in general, 
when brought to prove that the words ſo omitted 
did not exiſt in the original, are but ſuſpicious evi- 
dence. Inſtances of omiſſions, in a copy ſo full 
of omiſſions as this, will ſcarcely amount to evi- 
dence at all. (0 


XLVIL “ Nor is it in the Arabic, Atbi⸗ 
pic, or Perfic.” 


Theſe Verſions were copied from (x) the Syriac, 
and therefore muſt have adopted its faults, increaſed 
moſt probably by others of their own. 


2 2 XVII. 


(v) Bexa's Annotations, paſim." Martin's Diſſert. Part II. C. i. 
{w) In the former edition of theſe letters ſome omiſſions of paſ- 
ſages in this Verſion were particulariſed at large. They are here 


| omitted, partly becauſe Mr. Martin had miſled me as to ſome of them, 


but principally for the ſake of brevity. This note applies alſo to the 
Coptic Verſion. 

(x) M. Simon,. Hiſt. des Verſions, C. 17 and 18, and Book ii. 
C. 15 of his Hiſt. of the Verſ. of the Old Teſtament: and Du Ping 
Diſſert. Prelim. p. 82. 

Milſtein however, Proleg. 110, aſſerts that the Etbiopic Verſion pro- 
ceeded from the Coptic. And Michaelis affirms (Sect. 54) that ſome 
of the Arabic Verſions alſo were rendered from the Coptic. It is of 
{mall importance to the preſent diſquiſition, whether Werſtein and 
Michaelis are right or not in theſe concluſions, 
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The Verſion is even more faulry and incorrect 
than the Syriac. The ſame remark applies to both. 


XLIX. No, nor in the ancient Copies of 


the Armenian Verſion.” 


The Armenians were not compleatly converted 
to the Chriſtian ' faith until the third century ; at 
which time Chriſtianity became the eſtabliſhed re- 
ligion of all Armenia under Tiridates, who was 
then the King of that country. Until this æra 
the Armenians had poſſeſſed no alphabet of their 


own ; but had made uſe of Perſian or Greek. cha- 


racters in writing. Not very long after the intro- 
duction of Chriſtianity into that country, the fa- 


- mous Miz/rob (or Meſrop) who flouriſhed in the 


end of the fourth, and in the beginning of the 
fifth century, invented the characters which have 
ever ſince been uſed by the Armenians. To this 
wonderful man Armenia owes the Verſion of the 
Scriptures alſo, which it now poſſeſſes, as well as 
its alphabet; which Verſion was finiſhed () early 
in the fifth century, viz. about A. D. 435. | 

u This; 
O) Michaelis, Sect. 57, ſays that this Verſion was finiſhed in A. D. 


10. 
K Sir 
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This, however, was not the firſt, but the third 
Tranſlation of the Scriptures into the Armenian 
language, which had then been made by this ex- 
traordinary man, aſſiſted by aac, the great Patri- 
arch of Armenia. The two former Verſions had 
been rendered from the Syriac; becauſe Meruxan, 
who was at that time the Per/fian Governor of 
Armenia, and an enemy to Chriſtianity, had de- 
ſtroyed all the Greek MSS in the land: and had 
even prohibited the Greeks, who lived in part of 
Armenia, from uſing (z) any other than the Syriac 
language. But in a few years afterwards the Ar- 
menians, being delivered from all fear of Meruzan, 
and being anxious to know whether their ſecond 
Verſion, having been then rendered from the 
Syria alone, contained the true words of life, ſent 
deputies to the Greek Council, which was held at 
Epheſus in A. D. 431. Theſe deputies, being re- 
turned from Epheſus (ſays Moſes Chorenenſis) deli- 
vered to Iſaac and ta Mieſrob the letters and decrees 


A 3 of 


Sir aac Newton (Obj. xxviii. hereafter ſtated) affirms that it hath 
been uſed by the Armenians ever ſince the age of Chry/oſtom, who died 
in A. D. 407. Theſe accounts differ but very little in their æras, and 
may be reconciled by a very eaſy ſuppoſition : but it will ſoon be ſeen 
that they cannot apply to this third Verſion, and therefore that they 
have, ſtrictly ſpeaking, no concern with the preſent diſcuſſion. 

(z) Hiſt, Mos is CnoxENEXSIs, Edit. Vhiſton. Lib. iii. C. 54, 
P- 300. 


| 
| 
| 
| 
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of that Aſſembly, together with a copy of the Scrip- 
tures moſt carefully written. Mben Iſaac and 
Mieſrob had received this copy, they chearfully took 
upon them the labor of tranſlating again that ſacred 
wolume, which they had tranſlated twice before. 
But finding themſelves ſomewhat deficient in know- 
ledge [of the Greek tongue] they ſent us to the 
Famous School at Alexandria, there to learn com- 
pleatly that excellent language.” (a) Such was the 
great induſtry which the Armenians of the fifth 
century uſed in order to obtain an accurate Verſion 
of the Scriptures ; rendering them twice from the 


Syriac Verſion, and the third time from the Greek 


M88. 


This third Verſion (which has in fact ſuperſeded 
and deſtroyed the former two) was not known in 
any printed Copy until the laſt century; when it 
was committed to the preſs, by order of an Arme- 
nian Council held in A. D. 1662. Uſcan (6) an 
Armenian Biſhop, was deputed by that Council to 
ſuperintend in Europe an impreſſion of their Bi- 
ble, and of ſome other MSS which were ſcarce 

— 


(a) © Accuratiſſimum SS. exemplar tradidere” are the words of the 
Hiſtorian, as tranſlated by the Whiſtons, p. 313. 
(6) Perhaps better written Oftar, 
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and valuable. (c) He acecompliſhed that part of 
his commiſſion which related to the Bible in A. D. 
1669 · at Amſterdam: and this impreſſion contains, 
without any mark of doubt or ſuſpicion annexed 
to it, the Verſe 1. Jobn v: 7. 


} 


Thus far, Sir, I have the good fortune to con- 
cur with Michaelis ; who ſeems to have given by 
much the beſt hiſtory of this Verſion, that has 
yet appeared. I am truly concerned to feel myſelf 
compelled to diſſent from him in every other 
part (which ſhall hereafter be ſtated) of his rea- 
ſonings in reſpect to this excellent Verſion, For 


1. Michaelis affirms, on the authority of San- 
dius, that he [Uſcan| did not find the paſſage 1. 
Jobn v: 7 in his MS, although it ſtands in his 
edition.” 


2 4 But 


(c) © Pro hae igitur inſita regia magnificentia, potentiſſime rex, 
ſuſcipe ſerena fronte hoc devotiſſimæ voluntatis meæ monumentum, 
ac ſummæ obſervantiæ munus quoddam, quo gratiſſimæ benignitatis 
favore exſtimulatus alia preclara MSS Armenica ſacræ tuz Regiæ Ma- 
jeſtati ad nunquam interiturum honorem reſervata, pro virili in lucem 
edere valeam.” [On Dedicat, to Louis xiv. Amſtel. 21, May 
1669.] 

The two verſes are in p. 693. 


| 
| 
| 
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But the account, ſo given by Sandius, was evi- 
dently (to ſay the leaſt of it) a miſtake. For M. 
Simon was acquainted at Paris with Uſcan, whilſt 
he was employed in executing his important com- 
miſſion. And M. Simon (who was not only a very 
learned, but on the whole a candid opponent of 
this verſe) admits that Uſcar's impreſſion could not 
but be very accurate. 7 had ſome conferences at 
Paris in 1670 with Uſcan, the Armenian Bi/hop--- 
As to the reſt, his edition of the New Teſtament, 
and indeed of the whole Bible, muſt be exact, becauſe 
the Biſhop, who was a diſcreet and judicious man, 
brought with him very good MSS, which he faith- 


fully followed.” (4) 


There is no difficulty in determining whether 
the preference, in point of credit, is to be given to 
Sandius, or to M. Simon in the preſent caſe. If 
all other circumſtances were equal between theſe 
two witneſſes (which M. Simon's great fund of 
learning forbids us to ſuppoſe) the fact of M. Si- 
mon's being a ſtrenuous opponent of the authen- 
ticity of this verſe, decides the queſtion entirely in 
favor of his teſtimony. The account of Sandius 
1s the attack of a zealot ſupporting his own par- 

tialities 


4) Hiſt. Crit. des Verſions, C. 17. Milli Proleg. p. 742. 
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tialities The teſtimony of M. Simon is the con- 
fon of an adverſary, overthrowing his own pre- 
poſſeſſions. The ballance of evidence cannot, for 
a moment, heſitate in inclining to the latter. 


2. Michaelis argues, that “ as this verſe was not 
in the oldeſt Armenian MSS, Haitho (King of Ar- 
menia, from A. D. 1224 to 1270) who underſtood 
Latin, ſeems to have added it from the Vulgate.” 


This is begging the queſtion, It does not ap- 
pear, by any kind of proof, that this verſe wag 
not in the oldeſt Armenian MSS. ; 


There is moreover good treaſon to infer that 
Uſcan's edition was not corrected by the Vulgate. 
For the Vulgate reads Luke xxii: 44 thus And 
bis ſweat was as drops of blood falling to the ground, 
But U/car's edition on the contrary reads, in this 
paſlage, beef. beopſ3or tx xe reg em TH n. (e) 


This example has been here particularly ſelected, 
becauſe it differs not only from the Vulgate, but 
from the Wen of the Armenian MSS which 


remain 


| (+) Ls Crone epif, ad Brag), p. 68.9. Is dhe latter of itheſe pages 
it ſeems that La Croze ought to have ſaid © ji/que Ion] g oft Ul- 
canus in editione 28 ” Bengel. Adpar. Crit. p. 548. 
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remain in the Royal Library at Paris: thus ſhew- 
ing that Lycan had MSS of his own which he fol- 
lowed, without turning aſide either to the Vulgate, 
or to thoſe fragments. 


3. But Michaoke farther inſiſts, that Haitho was 
a ſuperſtitious Prince, that he tranſlated all Je- 
rome 's prefaces, and turned Friar before his de 


And ſo he might. To ſay that he was ſuperſti- 
tious (if there be any meaning in that epithet in 
the preſent inſtance) that he tranſſated Jerome, 
and turned Friar, does not prove that this verſe 
was not in the MSS of his nation long before he 
vas born. 


Indeed the exiſtence of this paſſage in the an- 
cient MSS of Armenia ſeems clearly to appear from 
the circumſtance of this verſe having been quoted 
within a few years after Haitho's death in the acts 
of a Council held in Armenia, and in other (7) 
Armenian 


(/) Obſervandum eft verſum 1. Je. v: 7 jampridem extare in co- 
dicibus Armenoram. Nam in epiſtola Gregori Patriarchz, et in Actis 
Conciliorum Sinenſis et Adanen/is, quæ Armenice extant apud Ga/anunt, 
par. i, cap. 28, hie verſus ter legitur, p. 435, 461 et 478. Acta vero 
rum Conciliorum et epiſtola Gregoris Patriarchæ authentica ſunt, ce- 
lebrata 14 ſæculo incunte, annis 1306 et 1307.” [LaCroxe, p. 68. 
Bengel. Adp. Crit. p. 760,] 
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Armenian records. Now this quotation by the 
Council ſo early after the death of Haitbo, and 
without any remark or comment upon it, is a very 
ſtrong argument in favor of this verſe. Had it 
not exiſted in the Armenian Bibles before the time 
of Haitho, the members of that Council would 
certainly have annexed to their quotation of it ſome 
notice to the reader, to inform him that it had 
been once loſt out of their MSS; or ſome mark of 
acknowledgement to the memory of Haitho, for 
having (as they would in that caſe have expreſſed 
themſelves) re/lored this verſe. | 


4. Michaelis laſtly urges that Uſcan acknow- 
ledges in his Preface, that he had altered ſome 
things from the Vulgate.” 


But this obſervation proves nothing as to'the 
preſent queſtion, For Jean makes no acknow- 
ledgement of that kind reſpecting this paſſage of 
St. John. 


And this fact, that Lean had made no alteration 
as to this verſe, ſeems to be further eſtabliſhed by 
M. Simon —who relates that (g) an Armenian, 

named 


(g) Lettres Cloifies, Ep. 24. (Bibl. Critique, Tom. iv.) The frag- 
ments which remain of Nicon's writings are ſet forth in Max. Bibl. 
Pati. 
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named Mon, publiſhed a treatiſe on this ſubject, 
wherein he accuſed his countrymen of having in- 
terpolated ſeveral paſſages in their Bibles. And 
he alledges the paſſage of St. Zyke, juſt mentioned, 
as a particular inſtance of ſuch interpolation. But 
he has brought no charge of this kind againſt the 
verſe now in debate ;—which is a further proof 


that it anciently was, as it now is, found in that 
Verſion. 


Thus then, Sir, I have produced the direct au- 
thority of M. Simon to the exiſtence of this paſ- 
ſage in the ancient Armenian Verſion. I have fur- 


ther enforced that direct teſtimony, by circum- 


ſtantial proof. In ſo doing I have, as I truſt, not 
not only collected a body of evidence to this point 


which will not be controverted, or if controverted 


will not be ſet aſide :—but have moreover adduced 
a freſh inſtance of Greek authority, the authority of 
a Council, in favor of the originality of the text 


1 John, v: 7. 


I ſhould now, Sir, beg teave to diſmiſs this ob- 


jection, | 


Patr. Vol. xxv. p. 328, but more at large, and more correctly, in 
the MS No. 1818 in the Royal Library at Paris. 

If Nicon lived (and there is authority that he did live) in the 13th 
century, the argument, to which this Note refers, is valid, If at an 
earlier period, it proves nothing. | 
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jection, did it not ſeem requiſite previouſly to.take 
a ſhort general review of the concluſions, at which 
we ſeem to have arrived, on this ſubject of the an- 
cient Verſions of the New Teſtament. 


The ancient Verſions, then, of the New Teſ- 
tament into various languages are—arranging them 
in order of time—the OLD ITALIe (or ala Vetus) 
the VERSION OF JEROME, the SYRIAC, the AR- 
MENIAN, and the Cop ric. Theſe were all made 
in, or before the ſixth century. Of the reſt, ſome 
are too modern, as the French, the Ruſſian, and 
the Sclavonic (which, however, will be mentioned 
in the next ſucceeding objections) to deſerve the 
appellation of ancient Verſions. And others, as 
the Arabic, Perſian, and Ethiopic, are merely tranſ- 
cripts from ſome of thoſe which have juſt been 
mentioned, and therefore are not entitled to a ſpe- 
cial enumeration. The Franki/h, erroneouſly ſtiled 
the Gothic (bh) by ſome of the learned, is out of 
the preſent queſtion ; for it contains the Goſpels 
only. The five, then, herein firſt mentioned, are 
all the ancient Verſions of the Epiſtles of the New 
Teſtament from their original Greek, which affect 
the preſent debate. And here—although Dr. Ben- 


ſon 
(hb) Michaelis, Sect. 70, 71. 


Continet iſte codex quatuor Evangelia, ſed mutila“ [ Wetſtein, 
Proleg. p. 114.] 
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fon has thought proper, in the outſet of (i) his ob- 
ſervations on this part of the ſubject, to affirm, 
that © zhe ancient verfions have not this diſputed 


text, yet—it ſeems, from what has been premiſed, 
undeniably certain, that THREE out of the whole 


foe of theſe ancient verſions, and Two out of the 


three moſt ancient of them all, have uniformly ex- 
hibited the verſe now in queſtion. 


L. Þ is not in the Ruſſian,” 


The modern Ruſſian is a younger branch of the 
ancient Greek Church. The Ruſſians were con- 
verted to Chriſtianity, by the Greeks, about the 
cloſe of the tenth century. From the Greeks they 
received not only the Scriptures, but their eccleſi- 
aſtical diſcipline ; and they acknowledged the Greek 
Patriarch at Conflantinople as the head of their 
Church, until the ſixteenth Century, when they 


elected a Patriarch of their own country (4) but 


ſtill without cauſing, or wiſhing to cauſe, thereby 
any abſolute ſeparation from their Mother-Church, 


It has been already proved, that the ancient 


Greek Church (as it may be ſtiled for the ſake of 
diſtinQion) 


(i) Page 643. 
(4) Jan. 25. A. D. 1588. Coxe's Travels, Vol. i. p. 313. 
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diſtinction) has given the moſt decided judgment 


in favor of the authenticity of this verſe, by in- 


ſerting it in its public Confeſſion of Faith, and by 
reading it in its public ſervice. The uſe in that 


Church of the Axen, of which this verſe formed 


a part, has been traced up to the fourth, or fifth 
century after Chriſt, without finding even there the 


time when it began to be ſo uſed : from whence, as 


hath been before remarked, the thinking mind feels 


itſelf compelled to carry up the commencement of 


that uſe almoſt to, if not entirely as far as, the age 
of the Apoſtles, 


Thus then the caſe ſtands with the ancient 
Greek Church. It might have been preſumed, 
without ſeeking for proofs, that the Raſſian, or 
modern Greek Church, thus deriving its rudi- 
ments of Chriſtianity from the ancient one, would, 
with its Mother-Church, acknowledge this verſe to 
be genuine. Accordingly it is found that the verſe 
in queſtion poſſeſſes its place in all the Ryfian New 
Teſtaments ; and is, moreover, cited in the Cate- 


chiſm of the Ruſſian Church, in the following 
manner: | 


* What the Father is according to his nature, 


the ſame is the Son, and the Holy Ghoſt. Now 


as 
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as the Father is in his nature true and eternal 
God, and Creator of all things viſible and inviſi- 

ble, ſuch is the Son, and ſuch the Holy Ghoſt, be- 
1 ing conſubſtantial one with another; according to 
1 what the Evangeliſt St. Jobn teaches when he 
| fays, There are three which bear record in Heaven, 
the Father, ths Word, and the __ Ghoft, and theſe 


three are one.” 


Fo EEE. 
I 


up by the Riſſians, and approved by Parthenins, 
Patriarch of Conſtantinople in A. D. 1643, was 
printed in Greek and Latin at Leipſic in A. D. 
1695, and at Moſcow in A. D. 1709. 


| 
| 
| This Confeſſion (/) or Catechiſm, was drawn 


The Sclavonian Bible of A. D. 1663 has the 
ſeventh verſe printed in its margin only. But it 
reads the eighth verſe thus—There are three that 
witneſs on earth, the ſpirit &c. It has been be- 
fore (n) remarked, that wherever this elauſule oc- 
curs in the eighth verſe, it neceſſarily implies the 
exiſtence of the ſeventh verſe, having the words, 
in Heaven, expreſſed or underſtood in contrapoſi- 


N 
| tion to them. () 

i} LE 
| (1) Martin's La Verite, Part ii. C. 10. 7 


(m) Page ic of thele letters. 
(*) It has been objected that the Oſtrow (or Oſtrevicen/ian) edition 


t 
l 
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LI.“ Nor in the old French 4. ef 


There was no ancient F 3 Verſion of any 
part of the New Teſtament, except the Franliſb, 
which was formerly called the Gothic through miſe 
take. And that Verſion does not, as was obſerved 
before, affect the preſent queſtion, That which 
was made by the Waldenſes on their ſeparation 
from. the Church of Rome, about A. D. r160, 
ſeems to have been (2) the next, in point of time, 
to the Frankih herein before mentioned. But 
this Verſion of the Waldenſes, and the Tranſlation 
of Guiart des Moulins in A. D. 1294, and of 
others in ſtill later times, have no claim to the ap- 
pellation of ancient Verſions, 


LII. © And there is even a great number of 
Aa MS 


of A. D. 1581, which the above edition of 1663 profefſes to follow, 
does not exhibit the ſeventh verſe. But if it ſhall read (for I have 
not been able to procure it) the eighth verſe with the words, on earth, 
no reſpect is to be paid to the objection. Nay even if this edition 
of 1581 ſhall, like that of 1664, place the ſeventh verſe in its margin 
in compliance with the MS from which it was framed, yet if in that 
MS the marginal addition ſhould appear to have been made by the 
ſame ſcribe who wrote the reſt of the MS, there would remain no dif- 
ficulty in Jooking upon margin and text, in this, and in _ other 
ſimilar caſe, as one and the ſame thing. 

M. F. C. Alter informs me, that the Sclavenian MSS of the Pala- 
tine Library at Vienna do not read this verſe. 

„% KoxTHOLT. de wariis Scriptur. Edit. page 311. 


" 
N 
1 
: 
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MS. copies of the vulgar latin, in various parts 
< Europe, i in which this text is not found. 


And on is a ſtill, greater abs beyond all 
compariſon, / in which this text 1s found. (2) Dr. 
Benſon, if living, would not conſent to have the 
cauſe decided by the greater number of theſe Latin 
MS8. The argument therefore was merely ad cap- 
tandum ; and proves nothing either to the advan- 
tage, or to the credit, of the propoſer. 


LIN. © 7 [the verſe in queſtion] is not 
once quoted in the genuine works of any of the 
Greek Fathers. For inſtance; It ts not found 
in Clemens Romanus, Barnabas, Hermas, - 
natius, Tuſtin Martyr, Ireneus, Clemens Alex- 
andrinus, Euſebius, Athanaſius, Epiphanius, 
Didymus of Alexandria, Baſil the Great, Gre- 
gory Nazianzene, Gregory Nyſſene, Chryſoftome, 
Cyril of Alexandria. (v) 


Before 


(% It is found in 126 out of 136 Latin MSS now in the Royal 
Library at Paris, in all thoſe which are contained in the Palatine Li- 
brary at Vienna, in all thoſe of the Libraries of Sane Crucis and 
the B. M. Virginis ad Scotos, in and near Vienna: and in all thoſe ten 
(five of them read the 8th verſe before the 7th, and one hag/the 7th 
verſe in its margin) which are now kept in the Library at Dublin. 

(v) Several others are here mentioned by Dr, Benſon ; but it ſeems 
unneceſſary to tranſcribe their names. 
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Before we enter on this wide field of vacuity— 
this region of night and nothing let the two fol- 
lowing general rules be laid down, as guides to 
lead us through it —_ wet and diſpatch. 

"Y 

t. That where a part only e but a 2 
part) of the works of any ancient Father has de- 
ſcended to us, we are not at liberty to conelude 
that a particular paſſage of Scripture has not been 
quoted at all by ſuch ancient Father, merely be- 
cauſe it is not found in that part of his works 
which hath come down to the preſent age. And 


2. That where ſuch ancient Fathers have "not 
cited, in thoſe parts of their works which remain 
to our times, other texts confeſſedly genuine, which 
would have been as applicable to the ſubje& then 
in diſcuſſion as this paſſage of St. Fobr,—no con- 
cluſive argument is to be drawn, from ſuch ſilence, 
againſt the originality of the text in queſtion, 


Theſe two general rules being premiſed, let us 
now proceed to particulars. And firſt 


* It is not found in Clemens Alexandrinus.” 


Aa 2 A part 


- it - 
— 2 1— 


340 p B. BENSON. 


A part only of his works hath come down to 
the preſent age. In that part he occaſionally treats 
of the Trinity; but he has not, on that ſubject, 
cited the text of the baptiſmal inſtitution () which 
would have been as applicable to his deſign as this 
paſſage of St. Fobn. By both the preceding rules, 
therefore, no concluſive argument is to be drawn 
from his filence againſt the originality of the verſe 
in queſtion. 


Nor in Alexander, Biſhop of Alexandria, Eu- 


ſebius, or Epiphanius.” 


Nor has the firſt of theſe, in his Epiſtle againſt 
Arius, the ſecond, in his Tract againſt the Sabel- 
tians, or the third, in his defence of the Trinity 
againſt Noetus, cited the words of the baptiſmal 
inſtitution. (x) The ſecond of the preceding ge- 
neral rules applies itſelf to all theſe Fathers. 


„Nor in Athanaſius, or Gregory Nazianzene.” 
Whether 


(a0) Go ye, therefore, and teach [or, make diſciples /] all nations, 
baptizing them in the name of the Father, and of the Son, and of 
the Holy Ghoſt.” St. Matthew xxviii : 19. . 

(x) Martin's Diſſertation, Part ii: C. 3. 
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Whether the Dialogue between Athanaſius and 
Arius belongs to this Author, or not, the Synopfis 
() herein before mentioned may with certainty be 
attributed to him : the writer of which has plainly 
referred to the text in queſtion, And the quota» 
tions, which have been already ſtated from Gre- 
gory Nazianzen, enable us to form the ſame con- 
cluſion as to him alſo, 


As to the reſt of the Greek Fathers, recited in 
the objection, they fall under the former of the 
foregoing rules. Their works have not deſcended 
to us compleat. And it ſeems that we are not at 
liberty (as is there obſerved) abſolutely and en- 
tirely to conclude that this verſe has never been 
quoted by them, merely becaule it is not found in 
that part of their works which hath ſurvived to 
the preſent times, 


LIV.“ They quoted this firſt epiſtle of St, 
John, the fifth chapter, and even the ſixth and 
eighth verſes,” 


By the univerſality of theſe expreſſions, it ſhould 
icem that Dr. Ben/on believed, or wiſhed his readers 
Aa 3 to 


0) Pages 48—52, 148172, 
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to believe; that all the Greek Fathers herein before 
named, had quoted the ſixth and eighth verſes 
(omitting the ſeventh verſe) of this chapter. But 
this is a miſtake, or a miſrepreſentation ; for only 
two of theſe Fathers ſeem to ſtand in this predica- 
ment, namely Clemens lexandrinus, and Cyril of 
Alexandria, 
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As to the former of theſe, no part of his com- 
mentary (if indeed it be his) on this Epiſtle hath 
deſcended to the preſent age (z) except a few ſcat- 
tered fragments. Theſe fragments make no men- 
tion of the five firſt verſes of this chapter ; they 
juſt touch upon the ſixth, giving only the firſt 
words of it. They then paſs from the eighth to 
the end of the eleventh verſe; then omitting the 
two next following verſes, and part of the four- 
teenth, they end with the laſt clauſe of the nine- 
teenth verſe. From ſuch disjointed members of a 
commentary, even if allowed to be the work of 
Clemens Alexandrinus, nothing concluſive can be 
inferred, 


With 


(z) Dr, Cave does not believe theſe fragments to have been the 
work of Clemens Alexandrinus. (Hiſt, Lit. Lond. Edit. A. D. 1688, 
p. 56.) 

Theſe fragments may be found (ſuch as they are} in Max. Bibl, 
Patrum, Vol. iii. p. 232, 
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With reſpect to Cyril, he ſeems to fall under the 
objection of omiſſions in general, which will, be 
conſidered, hereafter. 


LV. © As to the Latin Fathers, The author 
of the Treatiſe about the baptiſm of heretics, 
| ſuppoſed to be cotemporary with St. Cyprian, 
hath quoted the fixth and eighth verſes ; but 
taken no notice of the ſeventh : Which, as it 
ſhews he knew nothing of the ſeventh verſe, 
affords a very flrong and cogent argument for 
the ſuppoſition, that neither had Cyprian this 
text in his copies,” 


Whether this treatiſe be ancient or modern (a) 
the concluſion, here drawn by Dr. Benſon, is un- 
warranted and groundleſs, The writer of this 
treatiſe, in the paſſage referred to ſpeaks, as was 
uſual with the Divines of that age, of three ſorts 
of Baptiſm ; namely, by the water, by the ſpirit, 
and by the blood. On this topic he properly 
quotes the ſixth and eighth verſes of this chapter 
of St. Fohn. The words of the ſeventh verſe did 
not relate to his ſubject. 


Aa 4 LVI. 


(a) Du Pin, Vol. i. p. 155. 
Cyprian's Works, Ed. Pearſon (int. op. fall.) p. 21, 
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ILVI. © Didymus: of Alexandria, in the 
fourth; Bede, in the eighth ; and Oecumenius, 
in the eleventh century, wrote, each of them, 
a commentary upon this firſt epiſtle of St. John. 
But fo far were they from explaining this diſs 
puted text, that they have not ſo much as men- 
tioned it, Which ſhews, that they either knew 
nothing of it, or did nat believe it to be genuine.“ 


Diqdhmus did not write a regular commentary, 
but ſome looſe and deſultory Notes on this Epiſtle | 
of St. John, In theſe Notes all the verſes, from 
the fifth to the fourteenth of this chapter, are 

wanting, The inference, then, that Didymus 
* knew nothing of this text, or did not believe it 
to be genuine,” becauſe he has not made ſpecial 
mention of it in his commentary, will apply juſt 
as forcibly to all the other verſes thus omitted, as 
to the ſeventh. If the argument prove any thing, 
it concludes equally againſt all theſe verſes, But it 


proves too much; and of courſe proves no- 
thing. (6) 


As to Bede, who comments on the ſixth and 
eighth, but paſſes over the ſeventh verſe, his ſilence 
affords 


V Molfius, Cur. Philo], Vol. v. P · 301. 
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affords ground for a ſlight ſuſpicion that he did 
not know this text, or that he did not believe it to 
be genuine. But the ſuſpicion ſeems to vaniſh, on 
a a due conſideration of the following obſervations. 


1. Bede was not ignorant of the exiſtence of 
this text. He had read the works of Cyprian and 
Fulgentius ; and he virtually admits the teſtimony 
of the four hundred African Biſhops, recorded by 
Victor Vitenſis : for he has cited all theſe Authors in 
his works. But what ſeems deciſive as to Bede's 
knowledge of the verſe, is, that the Verſion of 
Jerome, in which this text has always poſſeſſed its 
place, had not only been adopted by the learned, 
but publicly read in the churches, for more than a 
century before Bede began his commentary. Evi- 
dence hath been already (c) given to this point. 
One part of it, however, as it refers to Bede by 
name, ſhall be here repeated. Remigius, BDA, 
Rabanus, Haimo, Anſelmus, and finally all other 
eccleſiaſtical writers for more than nine hundred 
years paſt, have adhered ſo cloſely to the New 
[ Zerome's] Edition, that all other Verſions have 
been utterly loſt, at leaſt as to their uſe.” 


Nor 


(c) Page 319. 
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Nor does this obſervation depend ſolely upon 
the teſtimony of others. It ſtands upon the moſt 
folid foundation, the authority of Bede himſelf ; 
who very frequently refers to Ferome's Verſion, 
entitling it NOSTRAM editionem and NOSTROS co- 
dices; and deſcribing Ferome by the affectionate 
appellation of /nterpres neſter. (4) The ſuppoſi- 
tion, then, that Bede knew nothing of this text, 
cannot be maintained even for a ſingle moment. 


2. Nor does the other ſuppoſition founded alſo 
on the ſilence of Bede, namely, that he did © not 
believe this text to be genuine,” ſeem more defen- 
fible than that which preceded it. For Bede poſ- 
ſeſſed no ſmall ſhare of the learning of thoſe days, 
particularly as to the Greek language; and it was 
his practice, in other parts of his commentary, con- 
ftantly to advertiſe his readers, whenever any paſ- 
ſage occurred in the vulgar copies which was not 
found in the Greek MSS. But he has fixed no 
imputation of this kind on the verſe in queſtion. 
He has paſſed it over in ſilence. And how is that 
filence ta be accounted for? He cither found this 


verſe 


(4) See his works, paſſim. 

Bede was, alſo, the preceptor of Alcuinus, of whoſe Correforium 
(which contained this verſe) mention is made in page 56 of thele 
letters. 
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verſe in his Greek copies, or he did not. If he 
did not find it there, it muſt be preſumed that he 
would have appriſed his readers of the deficiency 
in this, as he did in other inſtances. His ſilence 
alone, in ſuch a caſe, would not have been ſuffi- 
cient. Where it is a duty to ſpeak, to be filent is 
to be criminal. We cannot preſume thus of the 
Venerable Bede, without having more ſubſtantial 
grounds for the preſumption than mere conjec- 
ture. (e) 


The concluſion, then, ſeems to be, that Bede 
DID find this verſe in his Greek Copies. His 
practice in other caſes warrants, the ſanctity of his 
character even hallows, this concluſion. Standing 
ſingly theſe circumſtances form, each, a probable 


praa 


(e) The point in iſſue, as to Bede, is — Mat the werſe 1. John v: 7 
in Bcde's Bible, or not? On the negative fide is alledged his com- 
mentary on the 6th and 8th, and his omiſſion of the 7th, verſe. This 
is a fair preſumption, but no more, And it may be repelled by theſe 
arguments: viz. 1, He has omitted other paſſages admiltedly genuine 
2. His bible was Jercm#s Verſion— and 3. He read Cyprian, Vicbor 
 Vitenſis and Fu/gentius, The two laſt arguments are, in fact, proofs. 
The firſt is preſumption only. It was accordingly omitted in the ſe- 
cond edition of theſe Letters, But as that omiſſion has been blamed 
by the opponents of this verſe as a fault, it is replaced in this 
Note. They had better have ſuffered the argument to have remained 
as it was, This preſumption on one ſide is juſt as good as theirs on 
the other. And the two proofs, juſt alluded to, thus ſtand agaiak 
them without apy counterpoiſe or oppoſition, 
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proof—united they preſs conviction home upon 
the mind—that BE DE believed this verſe to be genu- 


ine; and that, from whatever other motive his 
filence in regard to it may be conjectured to have 
proceeded, he had no ſcruples to communicate re- 
ſpecting its authenticity, and its truth, 


As to Oecumenius, who lived ſo late as the ele- 
venth century, no inference can be drawn from 
any omiſſion on his part, which can impeach the 
originality of this verſe. It has been already 
ſhewn by à cloud of witneſſes, by proofs too nu- 
merous to be here repeated, that this text did be- 

vond all diſpute exiſt, in his times, in the Ion 
of St. John. 


— a 


Thus far, Sir, for thoſe objections of Dr. Ben- 
fon, which appropriate themſelyes to particular ob- 
jects, and may be met by particular anſwers. And 
thus I beg leave to diſmiſs, for the preſent at leaſt, 
his Diſſertation : which for intrepidity of aſſertion, 
diſingenuouſneſs of quotation, and defectiveneſs of 
concluſion, has no equal—ſtands aloof beyond all 
parallel—as far as my reading extends, either in 
ancient or in modern times. 


I am, Sir, &c. 


—— 6 EIT ID — Ä 8 — by IC Ine re IRE . 
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Now proceed to a conſideration of the objec- 

tions, which have been urged againſt the au- 
thenticity of the verſe 1. John, v: 7 by the late 
Six IsAAc NEWTON. 


The learned Dr. Hor/ley has given theſe objec- 
tions to the public, in the fifth volume of his edi- 
tion of the works of this truly great man; to which 
he has prefixed the following advertiſement. 


* AVERY inperfect copy of this tract, wanting 
both the beginning and the end, and erroneous in 
many places, was publiſhed at London, in the year 
1754, under the title of Tuo Letters from Sir J/aac 
Newton to Mr. Le Clerk. But in the Author's MS 
the whole is one continued diſcourſe ; which, although 

t 


Il 350 NEWTON. 


it it conceived in the epiſtolary form, is not addreſſed 
to any particular perſon. 


1 is now firſt publiſhed entire from a MS in 
2 the Author's hand-writing, in the poſſeſſion of the 
Rev. Dr. Ekens, Dean of Carliſle.” (7) 


EA EEC. ö * ; ..+ - 
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The objections, urged by this moſt reſpectable 
1 antagoniſt of the verſe in queſtion, are, e 
| as follows. 


1. The arguments alledged for the tefti>- 

mony of the Three in Heaven, are the autho- 
rities of Cyprian, Athanaſius, and Jerome, and 

£ of may Greek MSS, and almoſt all the 2 


ones. * 


This enumeration is candid, and has no fault 
but that of not being compleat. Beſide theſe au- 
thorities, and within the limit, as to time, of the 
century in which Jerome lived, the reading of this 
verſe in the Anooa@», the direct references to, or 
expreſs citations of it, by Tertullian, Phebadius, 
Marcus Celedenſis, Auguſtine, Eucherius, and Vi- 

gilius, 

(f) Dr. Horſley has obligingly informed me, that he finds nothing 
in the MS to aſcertain the time when this tract was compoſed. 
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gilut, and its exiſtence in the Armenian, and Old 
Italic, Verſions are concurrent teſtimonies of its 
authenticity : all of which, nevertheleſs, are here 
totally paſſed by and omitted. 


Il. © Cyprian's words run thus : The Lord 
ſaith, I and my Father are One. And again 
of the Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt it is 
written; And theſe Three are One. The 
Socinians here deal too injuriouſly with Cyprian, 
while they would have this place corrupted : 
for Cyprian in another place ¶Epiſ. ad Fubai- 
anum] repeats the ſame thing. Theſe places 
of Cyprian, being in my opinion genuine, ſcem 
fo appoſite to prove the teſtimony of the Three 


in Heaven, that — 


This extract contains another pleaſing inſtance 
of candor in this illuſtrious objector. Theſe paſ- 
ſages in Cyprian are as undoubtedly genuine, as they 
are clearly © appoſite to prove the teſtimony of 
the Three in Heaven,” (g) 


ay / + 


g) The candor of Eraſmus and Newton may, perhaps, be beſt com- 
pared together, and greatly to the honor of the latter, by remarking 
that Eraſnus did not think fit to inſert theſe words, cum tres unum fant, 
in his edition of Cyprian's epiſtle to Jabaianus, [ Bengel. p. 752.) 
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III.“ I Hould never have ſiſpected a miſtake 
in it [ viz. the teſtimony of the Three in 
Heaven, as ſer forth by Cyprian] could I but 
bave reconciled it with the ignorance I meet 
with of this reading in the next age, among ff 
the Latins of both Africa, and Europe, as 


well as among the Greeks.” 


Cyprian ſuffered martyrdom in the latter part of 
the third century. The next age, therefore, to 
that of Cyprian is the fourth century. And in 
that century Phæbadius among the Latins of Eu- 
rope, Ferome among thoſe of Aa, and Marcus 
Celedenſis and Auguſtine among thoſe of Africa, 
have quoted, or referred to this teſtimony of the 
Three in Heaven. The ſame century alſo holds 


forth to us the Synop/es of St. Fohn's Epiſtle, the 
Orations of Gregory Nazianzen, and the uſe of the 
Amo5o\G>, among the Greeks : (hb) all of which ex- 
hibit the ſame teſtimony, 


Sir Jaac Newton's argument, then, is this. 
* There is an ignorance of this verſe in the next 
age to Cyprian, among both Latins and Greeks, 
Had it not been ſo, I ſhould not even have ſuſpected 
a miſtake in Cyprian's quotation.” The anſwer to 
which is—The next age to Cyprian was not igno- 

rant 

() Pages 48—52, 62, 148—172, 


is 


& XA & 
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rant if this - verſe, as Sir Iſaac Newton imagined. 


' The quotation of it therefore -by Cyprian, was not a 


miſtake, as he ſuſpefed.” The ſuppoſed ignorunce, 
upon which Sir aac Newton here builds his ſuſ- 
picion of a miſtake in Cyprian's quotation,” not 
exiſting, the ſuſpicion itſelf falls to the ground. 
And thus, by Sir /aac's own argument, the con- 
teſt is already decided in favor of Vs 
of the verſe in queſtion, | 


It appears n from theſe conſiderations, 
that had Sir aac Newton been acquainted with the 
whole of the evidence which tends to ſupport the 
authenticity of this verſe (many parts of which 
ſeem to have been entirely unknown to him) he 
would not have written this treatiſe, now under 
conſideration, which ſtrives to overthrow it. The 
plain import of his own argument warrants the 
former concluſion, His known candor infers the 
latter. 


* IV, For had it been in Cyprian's Bible, 
the Latins of the next age, when all the world 
was engaged in diſþuting about the Trinity, and 
all arguments that could be thought of; were 
diligently fought out, and daily brought upon the 

fage, could never have been ignorant of a text, 
1 which, 
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.. which, in our age, now the diſpute is over, is 
| chigh able, hoe 


Sie Jade Adin in „ uhh objection; ill preſies 
whe former argument of a ſuppoſed ignorance of 
this verſe in the fourth century, and during the 
| Arian controverſy. The ſuppoſition of ſuch an 
ignorance hath been already refuted. The argu- 
ment, as to the Arian controverſy, will be more 
en, conſidered hereafter. (i) 


V. . this difficulty, 1 confer, 

therefore, that the only words of the text quoted 
by Cyprian in both places, are, And theſe three 
are one : which words may belong to the erghth 
verſe as well as the ſeventh. For E ucherius, 
Bifbop of Lion in France, and contemporary to 
St. Auſtin, reading the text without the ſeventh 
were, tells us, that many then underſtood the 
Spirit, the Water, and the Blood, to fignify the 
Trinity.” 


Cypriax's words are (as hath been before ſtated) 
* Of the Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt, it is writ- 
ten, 


(i) See objection xxxi. of Sir * Newton 5 where this queſtion 
is conſidered. | 
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ten, (4) And theſe three are one,” ' Theſe words 
cannot be underſtood to have been taken by Cyprian 
from the eighth verſe; becauſe 1 * is not ſo written 


And as to Eaedering the argument how inſiſted 
upon overthrows itſelf. For Eucherius has, in ano- 
ther part of his works (I) directly 2 the ſeventh 


verſe. 


VI. © And St. Auſtin is one of thoſe = 
as you may ſee in bis third book againſi Maxis 
mus, where be tells us, that the Spirit is the 
Father, for God is a Spurit ; the Water \the 
Holy Ghoſt, for be is the Water, which Chrift 
gives to them that thirſt; and the Blood the 
Son ; for the word was made fleſh.” 


Auguſtine may be one of thoſe, who have wiſhed 
to underſtand the eighth verſe as being typical of 
the Trinity. And this paſlage from the third book 
of this treatiſe againſt Maximinus (not Maximus) 
the Arian, may be a proof of it, But it is no 
proof that he did not read the ſeventh verſe in his 
bible, 


B b 2 VII. © Now 
(4) Pages 52, 99 and 123. 
% Pages 42, 104—118, end objection viii, of M. Grigſbach. 
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VII. Now if it was the opinion 'of 
many, in the Weſtern Churches of thoſe times, 
that the Spirit, the' water, and the blood, fig- 

nified the Father, the Son, and the Holy Ghoſt, 

it ts plain, that the teſtimony of the Three in 
5050 ee was not = into their books.” . 
y 1 Ie wicht have been the opinion of both Euche- 
rius and Auguſtine, as hath been already obſerved, 
that the ſpirit, water, and blood in the eighth ack 
did ſignify (typically) the Father, the Son, and the 
Holy Ghoſt. And yet it is plain, that the 'teſti- 
mony of the Three in Heaven in the ſeventh verſe 
had, nevertheleſs, then crept into their books. For 
they not only tell us very plainly that they found 
that teſtimony in their books ; but they give us 
this information without any marks either of ſur- 
priſe, or of indignation : which ſhews that they 
had no doubts either of its antiquity, or of its au- 
. 


VIII.“ Even without tbis teſtimony, it wa 
obvious for Cyprian, or any man elſe of that _ 
opinion, to ſay of the Father, Son, and Holy 
Ghoſt, It is written, And theſe three are one.” 


It 


Tertull. per Pamel.) 
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It is obvious that Cyprian, or any other Writer 
might, and perhaps would, expound the eighth 
verſe as being typically expreſſive of the Trinity, 
if he really thought ſo. But he would not ſay at 
the ſame time, IT IS WRITTEN in the eighth 
verſe, of the Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt, Ax 
THESE THREE ARE ONE, —if he paid any regard 
to truth: becauſe it never was fo written in any 
part of the eighth verſe, ST, of 1 "04 - 

" 4 4 
IX. “ So then this anne ſeems ta 
have been invented by the Montaniſts for giving 
countenance to their Trinity. For Tertullian 
was Montaniſt, when he wrote this.” 


This objection ſeems to abound * miſtakes. 

It is, in the firſt ng” far from wing clear {oe 
Tertullian was a Montaniſt, when he wrote his 
Treatiſe againſt Praxcat. In the life of Tertullian, 
prefixed to the Edition of his works by Rigaltius 
(m) this treatiſe is affirmed to have been written, 

B b 3 before 


(m) Edit. Paris. A. D. 1675. Alſo - Veriſimile eſt Tertullianum 
ſeripſiſſe A. D. cexx. librum adverſus Praxeam. Contigiſſe cenſe- 
mus hoc fere anno [A. D. cexxi. ] ad Montani dogma de lapſum.“ (J 
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before eren of waer were aer by 
Tertullian. | 


But e for the ſake of argument alone, 
that Tertullian was a follower of Montanus when 
he wrote his treatiſe againſt Praxear—what was 
the Trinity of the Montanifts ? Epiphanius affirms 
that the Montanifts (n) held the fame opinion, as 
to the Trinity, which was entertained by the ca- 
tholic Church in general. While Ferome poſitively 
aſſerts that the Montanifts (o) thought like Sabel- 
tins in that reſpe&,—Trinitatem in unius perſone 
anguſtias cogentes. 


And now, Sir, whether of theſe interpretations 
of the Trinity of the Montanits will afford any 
ſupport to the preceding objection? If the 
deſcription of Epipbanius be juſt—the Montani/ts 
wanted no countenance to be given to their Tri- 
- nity 


(n=) Tizp: de warp; & e. De Patre enim, et Filio, et Spiritu 
ſanto fimiliter cum eccleſia catholica ſentiunt. 


Erirn. adv. Her. Lib. ii. Tom. i. Edit. Paris. A. D. 1622, p. 
Wh 

(e) Nos Patrem, et Filium, et Spiritum ſanctum in ſua unumquem- 
aue perſona ponimus, IIIi (viz. Montaniſte) dogma Sabelli ſectantes, 
Trinitatem in unius perſonæ anguſtias cogunt. 

Heron, adverſus Montazum, vol. ii. p. 44 A. (Ed. Eraſm. A. D. 
546.) 


/ 
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nity in particular, becauſe it was the ſame with 


that of the Chriſtian Church in general. And if 


that of Ferome,—the Montani/ts had no Trinity to 
which they could give countenance ; becauſe, being 
Sabellians, they did not hold the doctrine of a Tri- 
nity at all, | | 


Upon the whole however, it ſeems that Ferome's 
account of the Montanifts is the true one. For 


Jerome lived in the vicinity of the ancient Phry- 


gia, where the errors of Montanus were almoſt 
univerſally followed : from which circumſtance the 
appellation of Cataphryges is frequently applied to 
the Montaniſts by ancient writers. And if fo, 
Tertullian was not a Montanift (at leaſt as to the ar- 
ticle of the Trinity) when he wrote the treatiſe 
againſt Praxcas; but a believer, with Jerome, in 
the catholic doctrine of three perſons and one God, 
(%) as then, and now taught by the catholic [or 
univerſal] Church of Chriſt. 


X. What is ſaid of the teſtimony of Ter. 
tullian, and Cyprian |viz. that their words 
were only a forced interpretation of the eighth 
verſe] may be much more ſaid of that in the 

Bb 4 feigned 


()* Connexus Patris in Filio, et Filii in Paracleto—gui tres unum 


Sun,” are expreſſions uſed by Tertwhan in this treatiſe, 
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Feigned diſputation of Athanaſius with Arius at 
Mace. For there the words cited are only Theſe 
three are one, without naming the n of 
the Trinity before them.” 


The expreſſions of this Dialogue, or r 


(as hath been before ſtated) are (2) © 1s not that 


lively and ſaving baptiſm, whereby we receive re- 


miſſion of” fins, adminiſtered in the thrice bleſſed name 
[of the Father, the Son, and the Holy Ghoſt?) And 


moreover St. John ſays, And theſe three are one.” 


The words thus cited, then, are NoT Theſe three 
are one, without naming, for they do name (or uſe 
expreſſions equivalent to the naming) the perſons 
Y the Trinity before (and immediately before) them. 


Kl. I They [alſo] are — N ei Tees TO £9 ,L 
Hand they are taken out of the eighth verſe," 


The premiſes here ſtated are not juſt. The 
words of the dialogue are -x 0 Teas Ev £40, But 
even if juſt, they would warrant the very contrary 
deduction, viz. that the words, cited in this dia- 
logue, are not taken from the eighth verſe. For 
the clauſule here referred to, wherever it lands in 

the 


(g) Page 32. 
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the eighth verſe in the Greek MSS, is (not ro « | 
only, but) «5 4e , univerſally.” (7) 


XII. © The Greeks interpreted the Spirits 
Water, and Blood, of the Trinity, as well 
as the Latins; as "is manifeſt from the an- 
notations they made on this text in the margin 
of ſome of their MSS. For in the margin 
of one MS in the Library of the King of 
France (about 500 years old) over againſt the | 
former clauſe of the eighth Verſe are written | 
(s) The Holy Ghoſt, and the Father, and he | 
of Himſelf—and over againſt the latter clauſe, | 
One Deity, one God. And the margin of 
the ſame verſe, in another in M. Colbert's Li- 
brary, theſe words, One God, one Godhead 
— The teſtimony of God the Father, and of 
the wy Ghoſt.” 


Some of da Latins did, we know, interpret the 
expreſſions of the eighth verſe in this manner. 
And ſome of the Greeks might do the ſame. But 
it will not follow from thence that they had not 
the ſeventh verſe in their MSS, Eucberius for in- 
ſtance, Auguſtine, and Facundus have adopted this 


myſtical 
(r) Pages 142—147. 


(s) This MS is now in the Royal Library at Paris, and mocked 
No. 60. 
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myſtical interpretion of the eighth Verſe. And 


yet it is moſt certain that Eucherius did read the 
ſeventh verſe in his Bible. The quotations, which 


have been before referred to from Auguſtine, will 
hardly permit a ſerious doubt as to its being found 


in his Bible likewiſe. And the ſame concluſion 


has been already drawn (7) in reſpect to the Bible 
of Facundus ; and ſtands, as it ſeems, upon the 
molt ſolid foundations. 


XIII. Theſe marginal notes ſufficiently 
ſhew how the Greeks uſed to apply this text 


{the eighth verſe] to the Trinity, and by con- 
Sequence, bow the author of that diſputation ts 


to be unn + 


This concluſion is defeQive in all its parts. I 
the two marginal notes in queſtion ſhall be adinitted 
to ſhew that the two reſpective poſſeſſors, or copy- 
iſts, of thoſe two particular MSS applied the eighth 
verſe to the Trinity; they will be ſtill very far from 
proving the ſame thing of the Greets in general. 
But even if both theſe propoſitions ſhould be granted, 
the conſequence, juſt alledged, will be as remote 
as ever from the premiſes. For the author of this 
Diſputation is not to be underſtood as applying the 

eighth 


(7) Pages 107 —118, 


»Wo. 23863 


eighth verſe to the Trinity in this paſſage; becauſe, 
as hath been before obſerved, he has not cited in 
this paſſage the words of the eighth verſe, 


XIV. © But I ſhould tell you alſo, that that 
Diſputation was not written by Athanaſius, but 
by a later author ; and therefore, as a ſpurious 
Piece, uſes not to be much inſiſted on.“ 


The queſtion whether this Diſputation is ſpuri- 
ous, or in other words whether it was written by 
Athanaſins or not,—has been much debated, but 
does not ſeem to be as yet determined. The lime 
when it was written, is of much more importance 
in the preſent enquiry, And that being admittedly 
of high antiquity, the additional circumſtances of 
its being written in the Greek language, and of its 
referring to St. John by name, will always give a 
moſt powerful influence to the teſtimony of this 
dialogue, or diſputation, in favor of the authenti- 
city of the verſe 1, John v: 7. 


XV. ©* The firſt upon record, that inſerted 
it, is Jerome, if the Preface to the Canonical 
Epiſtles be bis.” 


The 
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_ The preface to the canonical epiſtles, it is truſted, 
hath been already proved (2) to be the work of 
Jerome. And yet he is not the firſt upon record 
that inſerted the verſe. It was received by the La- 
tin Church long before Jerome 's Tranſlation was 
made, and indeed long before Ferome himſelf was 
born; becauſe it hath always ſtood in the old 7alic 
Verſion, 'which was made in the firſt century. 
This matter hath been already ſtated at large. 


XVI.“ He [Jerome] compoſed not a new 
tranſlation of the New Teſtament, but only cor- 
refed the ancient "_—_— Latin.” 


. He compoſed a new Tranſlation of the New 
Teſtament from the Greek. Auguſtine calls it ſo, 
who was Feromeès contemporary and correſpon- 
dent. We heartily thank God for your TRANS- 
LATION." Nay Jerome himſelf calls it fo, in effect. 
His expreſſion upon this ſubject is not correxi, or 
caſtigavi, but REDD1DI (v) repeatedly, \. | 
| XVII. 


(a) Pages 128 — 180. 

(v) Pages 43, 138 and 175. 

Jerome, it is true, upon one occaſion uſes the word emendatione, 
when ſpeaking of his own New Teſtament. And the learned Hoy, 
p. 351, has argued from that expreſſion, that Jerome did not make a 


aeww I ranſlation, but only corrected the old one. And indeed, had 
Jerome 
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XVII. He Jerome] complains, in the 
. ſame Preface, how he was thereupon accuſed 
by ſome of the Latins, for dtd _ 


ture.” 


Permit me, Sir, to take this objection in detail, 
It may aſſiſt us perhaps in coming to an early, as 
well as to a ſatisfactory concluſion. 


Ferome, then, in his Preface to the Canonical 
Epiſtles complains of the malicious accuſations of 
his enemies. They Denen (ſays he) a falſt- 

fier of Scripture—* me falſarium pronunciant.” 
But have they aden their accuſations, and men- 
tioned the particular parts of Scripture which they 
affirm to have been falſified by him? They have 
ſpecified them. As to the Old Teſtament, they 
have accuſed him of having attempted to introduce 
Judaiſm into the Church by altering the Scriptures. 
They have aſſerted that he brought forward his 
own tranſlation with a ſecret deſign to diſcredit the 
Septuagint. They have cenſured him for uſing the 
word hedera inſtead of cucurbita in the Book of 
Fonah ; and they have condemned his objections 
as 


Jerome never uſed any other expreſſion reſpecting his work, Hedy's ar- 


gument would have been as ſtrong and valid, as.it now ſeems weak 
and unſatisfactory. 
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as to the prophet Daniel. And as to the New 
Teſtament, among other charges, they have ac- 
cuſed him of wilfully leaving out of his text the 
words without @ cauſe in St. Matthew, of miſre- 
preſenting the diſpute between St. Peter and St. 
Paul, and of following the tenets of Origen in his 
commentary on St. Paul's Epiſtle to the Epheſians. 
They have objected to his notions concerning pre- 
deſtination—his interpretation of No man ever yet 
bated his own fleſh—his expoſition of From whom 
the whole body fitly framed together—his opinion 
concerning the remiſſion of fins by baptiſm—his 
conjectures as to the condition and office of angels, 
——and his explanation of the reſurrection of the 
body.—But have they ſaid any thing againſt his 
retention of the verſe 1. John v: 7 in his Tranſla- 
tion? Not a ſingle ſyllable. How then do theſe 
accuſations prove that the accuſers of Jerome were 
offended with his inſertion (or, to ſpeak more pro- 
perly, his retention) of this verſe in his Teſtament? 
They do not prove it at all in any manner, or in 
any reſpe& whatſoever ! 


Nor have we, further, any reaſon even to ſuſpect 
that theſe, or any other accuſations were brought 
againſt Jerome, on account of any part of his 
| tranſlation 
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tranſlation of the firſt Epiſtle of St. John. Thoſe 
accuſations are thus recorded by Jerome himſelf. 


“ But now becauſe, according to our Saviour's 
precept, I am deſirous to labor for the meat which 
periſheth not, and to clear the primitive paths of 
the Scriptures from thorns and brambles, an accu- 
cuſation doubly injurious is brought againſt me. 
| Anxious to correct the falſifications of others, I 
am myſelf called a falffer of Scripture; and am 

charged with ſowing | errors, inſtead of Wem 
them up.“ (20 


„ Inaſmuch as I am called a falſary, I am con- 
tented to deny, without retorting the accuſa- 
tion. (x) 


I will beg leave, Sir, to ſtate the reſt of Ferome's 
complaints of this kind in his own language. My 
own may not do him juſtice. () 

Theſe 


(w) © Nunc autem, quia juxta ſententiam Salvatoris, volo py By 
cibum gui non perit, et antiquam divinorum voluminum diam fentibus vir 
gultiſque purgare, error mihi gemi nus infligitur. Corrector vitiorum, F A- 
SARIUS dicor, et errores non n (Præf. alt. in Lib. : 
7b.) 

(x) Ad Pazmmach. vol. ii. Edit. Eraſ. A. D. 1546, p. 123, B. 

(3) © Sed et vos, famulas Chriſti, rogo, quz Domini diſcumbentis 

precioſiſſima 
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- Theſe accuſations then of Jerome, as a fal/ary; 
were brought againſt him beforc he publiſhed either 
his tranſlation of the canonical epiſtles themſelves, 
or his Preface to them, which is now under con- 
ſideration. And they were not increaſed, or even 
repeated (as far as is known): after his publication 
of thoſe Epiſtles. - Jerome therefore was not there- 
upon (that is, upon the publication of this Preface, 
or upon the retention of the verſe 1. Fohn, v: 7 
in his New Teſtament) accuſed of falſifying Scrip- 
ture; as is aſſerted in the above objection. The 
tranſient mention of his accuſers, in this Preface, 
is merely the retroſpection of a feeling mind ſtill 

| ſmarting 


precioſiſſima fidei myrrha ung'tis caput, quæ nequaquam Salvatorem 
quæritis in ſepulchro, quibus jam ad Patrem Chri/tus aſcendit: ut 
contra /atrantes canes qui adverſum me rabido ore deſæwiunt, = orationum 
veſtrarum clypeos opponatis.“ [Pref. in Lib. Reg.] | 
* Obtrefatoribus meis—qui canino dente me rodunt.” [Pf. in 
Lib. Paralip.] 4 | 
„ Cogor PER SINGULOS SCRIPTURE DIVINE LIBROS adverſari- 
orum reſpondere maledictis.“ [ Pref. in Lib. Job.] | 
Quanto plus amatis [Chri/tum] O Paula et Euſtochium, tanto magis 
ab co petite, ut pro obtrefatione præſenti qua me indefinenter æmuli la- 
ziant, ipſe mihi mercedem reſtituat in futuro: qui ſeit me ob hoc in 
peregrinz linguz eruditione ſudaſſe, ne Judæi de fa/frate ſcriptura- 
rum ecclefiis ejus diutius inſultarent.“ [Pref. in Efajam.] 
** Quis enim doctus pariter vel indoctus, cum in manus volumen 
aſſumpſerit, et a ſaliva quam ſemel imbibir, viderit diſcrepare quod 
lectitat, non ftatim erumpat in vocem, me fal/arium, me clamitans 
eſſe ſacrilegum, qui audeam aliquid in veteribus libris addere, mu- 
tare, corrigere.” [ Pref. in Evangelia.] 


— 
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ſmarting under a ſenſe of former injuries; and 
bears no reference whatſdever to his tranſlation of 
any part of the firſt Epiſtle of St. John. 


XVII. Þ this defence he [Jerome] ſeems 


to ſay, that be corrected the Vulgar Latin Trams 


lation by the original Greek ; and this is the 
great teſtimony the text relies upon. 


Jerome not only ſeems to ſay, but does poſitively 
ſay, not in this defence only, but in other parts of 
his works, that he made his tranſlation from the 
original Greek. Several proofs have already (z) 
been produced to this point. To thoſe let the fol- 


lowing paſſag2. be ſubjoined from his Epiſtle to 


Marcella. Latinorum codicum vitiofitatem, quæ 
ex diverſitate librorum omnium comprobatur, ad Græ- 


cam originem, _ et iþfi + tranſlata non denegant, 
voluiſſe revocare.” 


XIX. © But whilft he [Jerome] confeſſes it 
[the verſe 1 Fobn v: 7.] was not in ibe Latin 


before, — be Hinter a that it has crept into the 
Latin fince his time.” 


Ce. Jerome 


. 
w 
— 
>. + 3 


(z) Pages 48, 138, 145. 3 2 


1 
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Jerome makes no ſuch confeſſion. The pre- 
miſes are not true; and muſt therefore produce an 


unſound concluſion, 


XX. And whilf} he was accuſed by his 

* contemporaries of falſifying the Scriptures in 

inſerting it, this accuſation alſo confirms, that 
Be altered the public reading.” 


The premiſes, here laid down, are not more 
true than thoſe aſſumed in the former objec- 
tion, For Ferome never was accuſed, by any of 
his contemporaries, of falſifying the Scriptures in 
inſerting this verſe. On the contrary Auguſtine, 
who doubted as to ſome of Ferome's corrections of 
the Old Teſtament, expreſſes the higheſt (I had 
almoſt ſaid the moſt devout) approbation of Je- 
rome's New Teſtament. (a) Nor was ſuch a charge 
ever brought againſt Jerome by any perſon whom- 


ſoever, for more than twelve hundred years after 


his death. I appeal to all antiquity for the truth 
of this obſervation. 


XXI. XXII. © For had the reading been 
dubious before he made it ſo, no man would 


have 


(a) Page 175 ; where Auguſtine's words are ated at large. 
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have charged him with falſification for follows 
ing either part.” 


No man ever did charge Jerome, in the ſenſe 
here meant, with falſification for following either 
part. Jerome therefore did not make the reading 
dubious. Nor moreover does he even declare it 
to have been made dubious at all in his times, ex- 
cept through the error of certain unfaithful tranſ- 
lators; who (he ſays) had not rendered the cano- 
nical Epiſtles into the Latin language as they were 
written by the Apoſtles : which unfaithfulneſs had 
produced ambiguities and variations of the text, 
* particularly in that paſſage of the firſt Epiſtle of St. 
John, where the Unity of the Trinity is ſet forth.” 


It was the fault of thoſe unfaithful tranſlators, 
then, whom Ferome reprehends, and not of Fe- 
rome himſelf, that the reading of this verſe was 
ever rendered in the ſmalleſt degree dubious in the 
Latin Church either in his age, or in any part of 
the Chriſtian zra which preceded him. 


XXIII. © They that have been converſant 
in his [Jerome's] writings, obſerve a ftrange 
liberty, which he takes in aſſerting things. 
Many notable inſtances of this he has left us 

C.e 2 | in 


— — -w , TIER Furr een ey Co ee 
N . * : 


— — —— . —  — . 
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in compoſing thoſe very fabulous lives of Paul, 


and Hilarian | Hilarion] not to mention what 


be has written upon other occaſions. Whence 
- Eraſmus" — | 


What Eraſmus ſays of the compoſitions here 
cenſured is only—that Jerome ſeems to have amuſed 
himſelf with writing ſuch trifles, merely for the ſake 
of exerciſing his genius. (b) He wrote them as 
Apolegues, or ſtories contrived to teach ſome moral 
or ſpiritual duty; and not as ſtrict details of poſi- 


tive facts. They were therefore fabulous, and 


were meant by Jerome to be fabulous: as appears 
even by the teſtimony of Eraſmus. And ſo were 
the Fables of Pilpay, the Apologues of AÆſop, the 
two magnificent Epics of Homer, and Jotbam's 
parable of the trees; (c) which laſt is much more 
ancient than any other example of this ſpecies of 
compolition, which is now extant. 


Theſe proluſions of Ferome then, were, like the 
other inſtances juſt mentioned, feigned narrations 
deſigned 


(b) % Depinxit [Hieronymus] /olitarium (meaning this Paul, the 
Hermit) depinxit celebrem (meaning Hilarion) depingit hic (meaning 
Malchus) capti vum et agitatum. Luſit et in loc argumento, ingenii exer- 
citandi gratia.” [Vol. i. p. 80 and 87.] 

(c) Judges ix. 7-20. 
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deſigned to inform, to encourage, to reprove, or 
to correct. They are —inſtruction diſguiſed under 
the allegory of an action. The macbinery of theſe 
ſtories is romantic, and in ſome paſſages almoſt 
abſurd. But there is a moral in them, which 
ſhews that they were meant to aſſert what is ſtrange 
and unuſual, in order to inculcate what is uſeful 


and good, 


XXIV. © Whence Eraſmus ſaid of him [ Je- 
rome] that he was in affirming things,, fre- 
quently violent and impudent, and often con- 
trary to himſelf. i | 


Eraſmus has ſpoken thus of Jerome; but not on 
account of the lives of Paul and Hilarion. He 
applied theſe expreſſions to Jerome from another 
motive, and for another and a' far different pur- 
poſe. (d) Eraſmus, when he uſed theſe words, 
was agitated by a diſpute which ruffled his temper; 
and has added no honors to his name. When his 
mind was more at eaſe, he gave a very different 
deſcription of the ſame Jerome; as the ſubjoined 
picture (which, however, is drawn by the hand of 
a 1 will abundantly teſtify. 8 


*. c Nr XXV. 


vo , 4 
(4) Annot. in 1. John v: 7, Edit. 1522. 


(e) © Ceterum in optimo Tbeolggiæ genere primas [ſcil. laudes] — 
Divus 


P 
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XXV. © Yet fence his [ Jerome i] contempo- 
raries accuſed bim, it is but juſt that we lay 
 afide the prejudice of his great name, and hear 

| the 


Div Hieronymus, de Latinis loquor : et ita primas tenet ut omneis poſt 

fe lango relinguat intervallo, Inter tam innumerabiles T heologos, viæ guen- 
quam habeat et ipſa dofia Græcia gui noſtrum æguet Hieronymum, % 
modo non unam aliquam laudem, ſed univerſas ejus dotes fimul expendas. 
Tantam uno in homine reperias ſecularium, ut vocant, literarum cognition- 
em, tantam omnis antiquitatis peritiam, tot linguarum abſolutam ſcientiam, 
tam admirandam locorum et hiſtoriarum omnium notitiam, tam non vul- 
garem myſticorum volumi num eruditionem, tantum inimitabilis eloquentiz, 
tam exactum ubique judicium, tam ſacrum affiati pectoris ardorem, re- 
rum adio diverſarum tam digeſtam ac præſentem memoriam; tam felicem 
Juxtg et divitem mixturam ; denigue, tanto lepore conditam ſeveritatem, ut 
quemadmodum per ſe facundi, fi cum Cicerone conftrantur, protinus widen- 
tur obmuteſcere : ita ceteri doctores, quos citra collationem ſuſpicimus, cum 
Hieronymo compoſiti, wix ſapere, wix loqui, wix wivere, wideantur.” 
[Preface to Jerom?'s works, by Eraſmus, Vol. iv, Ed. Paris.] 

Again. Quit docet apertius * Duis delectat urbanius * Duis movet 
efficacius Quit laudat candidius Quis ſuadet gravius ? Quis hortatur 
ardentius ? Quis recenſet ſublimius Quis inſtituit ſanttius * Duis cum 
amicis fabulatur humanius ? Nullum 7 enim argumenti genus in quo ille 
non luſerit : nuſquam ſui diſſimilis.“ [Vita Hicrommi per Eraſm, 
Vol. i. Ed. Paris.] 

And again—* Multis defuit linguarum peritia, nonnullis fidei ſinceri- 
tas, quibuſdam wite intigritas ;—Hierony mus, et unus Hierony mus, fic 
omnia preftitit, ut fi non non ad uncm aliquam virtutem, ſed ad omnium 
concentum et /ummanm reſjicias: dicam audadter ſed were, nibil haheat 
vel ipſa Græcia quod neſtro ef ponat Hieronymo.“ 

It would not be credited perhaps, if the ſact were not thus eſta- 
bliſhed, that the exafum ubique judicium, the nuſquam ſui di imilis, and 
the omnium concentus virtutum, of one of theſe characters; and the ſape- 
numero ⁊iolentus, ſepe var ius, parumgue /ibi conſiant, of the other, = 
were written of the /ame Jereme, and by the ſame Eraſmus ! 


NEWTON. 375 


the cauſe impartially. Now the witneſſes be- 
tween them, are partly the ancient Tranſlators 
of the Scriptures into the various languages, 
partly the writers of his own age, and of the 
ages next before and after him, and partly the 
Scribes, wwho copied out the Greek M&S of the 
Scriptures in all ages. And all theſe are againſt 
him. For by the unanimous evidence of all 
theſe, it will appear, that the teſtimony F the 
Three in Heaven was wanting in the Greek 
MSS from whence Jerome, or whoever was 
the Author of that preface to the canonical 
epiſtles, pretends to have borrowed it. 


It hath been before obſerved, that Ferome's con- 
temporaries have not accuſed him, as is here al- 
ledged. The perſons therefore, mentioned in the 
objection, are not wanted as witneſſes, becauſe there 
are no accuſers who require their teſtimony. But 
they ſhall, nevertheleſs, be examined in relation 
to Ferome, in like manner as if ſuch an accuſation 
had been actually brought: not only for the ſake 
of the very reſpectable author of this objection, 
but for the ſake of truth ; which generally appears 
to the greateſt advantage when put the moſt ſe- 
verely to the trial. 


C4 Firſt 
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Firſt, then, it is alledged—(to ſtate this objec- 
tion in parts) that It appcars by the unanimous 


evidence all the ancient Tranſlators of the 


Scripturet into the various languages, that the 

1 » tefttmony of the Three in Heaven, war want- 

ing in the Greek  MSS, from whence Ferome 
... pretends to have borrowed it.” 


- The evidence of 'theſe ancient tranſlators of the 
Scriptures into the various languages is ſo far from 
being unanimous, that the teſtimony of the Three in 
Heaven war wanting in thoſe ancient Greek 'MSS, 


from which even their own reſpe&ive Verſions 
were derived; that, on the contrafy, three (f) 
out of the whole five (as hath been {already proved) 


and two of thoſe the moſt ancient of them, have 
uniformly contained the teſtimony of theſe heavenly 
witneſſes. And the two (g) of thoſe fiveancient 
Verſions which have rot exhibited this diſputed 
text, if we admit their evidence to the utmoſt, do 
not eſtabliſh any part of the. propoſition, advanced 
in the objection. Thoſe two. Verſions may give 
room for preſumptions as to the readings of the 
particular MSS, from whence they themſelves 

were 


(F) The Italic, that of Jerome, and the Armenian. 
ls) The Syriac, and Coptic.. 
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were derived. But they prove nothing as to the 
MSS which u uſed in his tranſlation; and 
from which he not only pretends to have borrowed, 
but undoubtedly did borrow, the verſe in queſtion. 


2. The ſame appears alſo by the unanimous 
evidence of all the writers of Ferome's own 
age, and of the ages next before, and after 


Bim.“ 


There is not one Writer in all thoſe ages, who 
will juſtify this aſſertion. Some of them, indeed, 
have not mentioned this verſe (as hath been before 
remarked) in ſuch parts of their writings as have 
deſcended to the preſent times. But other writers 
of the ſame ages have cited it in the moſt pointed 
terms. The mere ſilence of the former, as to this 
verſe, will not prove that it was wanting even in 
their own Greek MSS. Far leſs will ſuch ſilence 
prove that this verſe was wanting in thoſe MSS, 
by which Jerome regulated his tranſlation, 


3. The ſame appears by the unanimous evi- 
dence of all the Scribes, who have copied out 
the Greek M&S of the Scriptures in all ages.” 


How 
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How a Scribe, who copied out a Cree MS at 
Paris or at Rome, in the tenth century for in- 
Rance, in which the teſtimony of the Three in 
Heaven was admittedly wanting, can be a proof 
that the Greet MSS, which Jerome uſed in Pa- 
iefline in the fourth century, did not contain that 
teſtimony, is utterly inconceivable. Such aſſer- 
tions (for they are not arguments) are too extra- 
vagant for a ſerious confutation. 


If it ſhall be aſked what is become of Ferome's 
M88, —let it be conſidered, that he executed his 
tranſlation of the New Teſtament in a Monaſtery 
at Bethlehem, near Feruſalem; where he alſo died. 
When we recollect, how ſoon after Ferome's death 


the Saracens invaded the Holy Land, and kept 


its territory under their iron rule for nearly five 
hundred years, until their ſtrong holds were re- 
taken by ſtorm from them, by the ſoldiers of the 
Croifade, under the command of Robert Duke of 
Normandy, in the laſt year of the eleventh century; 
we need not be very doubtful as to the fate which 
befel the MSS of Ferome. 


XXVI. © The ancient Interpreters which I 
cite as = ny" againſt him, are chiefly the au- 
| thors 
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thors of the ancient vulgar Latin, of the Sy- 
riac, and the Ethiopic Verſions.” 


| Theſe three witneſſes are, in the firſt place, only 


t For the Ethiopic is no more than a tran- 
ſcript from the Syriac ; which reduces them to a 
ſingle teſtimony. Of theſe three, thus reduced to 
two witneſſes, the ancient vulgar Latin, the moſt 
ancient Verſion in the world, is a witneſs on the 
other ſide of the queſtion. For it hath already 
been proved, that this Verſion hath uniformly 
contained the paſſage 1. Fohn v: 7. 


XXVIII. “ For as he Jerome] tells us, 
that the Latins omitted the teſtimony of the Three 
in Heaven in their Verſion before his time. 


Jerome tells us no ſuch thing. He complains 
indeed of certain unfaithful tranſlators, who had 
omitted this paſſage of St. John; but who might 
be, and (if we may judge by the vaſt majority of 
Latin MSS which read the verſe at this day) were 
few in number, compared with thoſe which re- 
tained it. He makes no complaints of this kind 
againſt the Latin Verſions in general ; or againſt 
the public Verſion of that age, the Old Latin, in 
particular, (þ) 


XXVIIL 
(5) Page 173. 


Dna RG erat RICE 


a _ 
- +4 AS. 


— 


380 NEWTON. 


-- XXVUL © Z [I. Jobn v: 7.] is want- 
mg alſo in other ancient Verſions ; as in the 
Egyptian Arabic [and] in the Armenian Ver- 


Lion, uſed cver A Chryſoſtom's age, by be 


—_— nations,” 


This objection is true of the Coptic, here called 
the Egyptian Arabic. But it is not true of the 
Armenian: for that Verlion ſeems to have always 


read this verſe. (i) 


XXIX. © And that it [the verſe in queſ- 
tion] was not written in the ancient Verſions— 
Nor in the Greek” (viz original of this 
Epiſtle. ] 


f 
Every ancient Verſion which contained this 
verſe, every ancient Church which received it, 
and 


i) The only objection to this concluſion, which I'am able to ſtate 
in addition to the former diſcuſſion of this queſtion, is contained in 
the following extract of a letter which I have lately received from 
F. C. Alter, © Plurimum Rev. Bibliothecarius Meghitarenfium in 
inſula 8. Lazari Venetiis P. Johannes Zorab Armenus, Viennæ 1790 
negotia agens, mibi affirmavit ſe in nullo codice MS Armeno N T. 
quos tamen multos et varios in Conventus bibliothecæ habent, 1. Job. 
v: 7 reperiſſe, illumque in nullo adhuc codice Armeno MS repertum 
ſuiſſe.“ 

This teſtimony, as far as it goes, is an impeachment of Oftan's in- 
tegrity, and of my argument, which ſtands on that ſuppoſed 8 
as its ſtrongeſt foundation. 


| NEWTON. 38 


and every individual wrizer (of ancient times at 
leaſt) who quoted it, is poſitive proof againſt 
this objection. To ſtate them here at large would 
be to recapitulate the whole of the preceding pages. 
The evidence (or rather the preſumption) to the 
contrary is merely conjefural, ariſing from omiſſi- 
ons, The difference in degree, between theſe two 
kinds of evidence, ſhall be appreciated hereafter. 


XXX. But was wholly unknown to the 
firſt Churches,” | 


It was not unknown to the firſt Latin Churches. 
For their public Verſions, the /tala Vetus and that 
of Jerome, have conſtantly exhibited this paſſage 


of St. John, from the firſt hour of the exiſtence 
of that Church to the preſent moment. 


It was not unknown to the firſt Armenian 
Church. For it hath been proved that its-public 
verſion hath moſt probably, if not certainly, con- 
tained this verſe, from its final adjuſtment at the 
council of Epheſus, ſoon after the age of Chryſoftom, 
to the preſent times. 


It was not unknown to the Greeb church. For 
it hath been proved by the uſe of the Azo59xo;, that 
| this 
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this paſſage was read in that church even in n th 
earlieſt ages of Chriſtianity. 


Nor was it, laſtly, unknown to the African 
church. The citation of it ſo early as A. D. 484, 
by no leſs than (nearly) four hundred Biſhops ; 
the reliance upon its evidence by thoſe Biſhops, in 
oppoſition both to the fraud and force of Huneric 
and Cyrila ; and the utter inability of the Tyrant, 
and his mock-patriarch, to repel its teſtimony but 
by violence and perſecution ; - prove that this paſ- 
ſage was known, read, and received in that church, 
even from the earlieſt æra of its converſion to the 
Chriſtian faith. 
| 

The plain truth therefore is, that this verſe was 
unknown to none of the firſt churches of Chriſ- 
tians ; except, perhaps, to the Syriac and the Cop- 
tic, with their few and comparatively unimportant 
derivatives. | 


XXXI. In all that vebement, uni verſal, 
and laſting, controverſy, about the Trinity in 
Jerome's time, and both before and long enough 
after it, this text of the Three in Heaven was 
never once thought of.” 


This 
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This objection is inaccurate in its form (but 
it is not worth the time to ſtop for inaccuracies 
only) and untrue in its ſubſtance. The text of 


the Three in Heaven was not only thought of, but 


actually quoted and inſiſted upon, not only a lit- 
tle after the age of Jerome, by Fulgentius and 
Vigilius ; and in the ſame century with Jerome, by 
Eucberius, and Auguſiine, and by the African Bi- 
ſhops under Huneric; but alſo before Ferome's 
time, by Tertullian, Cyprian, Phebadius, and as it 
ſeems, by Marcus Celedenſis. And all theſe quota- 
tions of this verſe (thoſe by Tertullian and Cyprian 
alone excepted) were expreſsly made in the con- 
troverſy about the Trinity, and in open and avowed 
oppoſition to the Arians of thoſe ages. 


XXXII. “ And therefore if this reading 


were once out [viz. in Ferome's age] we are 
bound in juſtice to believe, that it was out from 
the beginning; unleſs the razing of it out can 


be proved by ſome better argument, than that of 


pretence and clamour.” 


It was out of ſome copies in Ferome's age, and 
in others; as Jerome himſelf informs us. And 
this ſingle circumſtance does more tha confute 


the objection, —by turning it againſt its author. 


For 


7. 


* 
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For (to uſe this illuſtrious objector's own ſtile) 7 


this reading were once IN | viz. in Ferome's age, 


which Cyprian's Bible as well as Ferome's informa- 
tion aſſure us of] we are bound in juſtice to believe 
that it was in FROM THE BEGINNING j=—unlefs 
the putting of it in, at ſome later period, can be 
proved by ſome better argument, than unfair and 
violent conſtruftions. (I) 


XXXIII. “ The Greeks received it not 
[viz. Ferome's reading of 1. Jobn v: 7.] till 
\ this preſent age, when the Venetians ſent it 
among ft them in printed books.” 


Was the ewocoxcs, then, not known to the Greeks 
until this preſent age? Was the ano;oxc; a printed 
book? Did Euthymius Zygabenus live only in 
this preſent age? Was the treatiſe containing the 
debate (whether real or feigned) between Arius 
and Athanaſius, the Synopſis of the latter, and the 
confeſſion of faith of the Greek Church, written 
in this preſent age? Were any of theſe works 


. 


( Whenever Mr. Gibbon ſhall find himſelf diſpoſed to attempt a 


— of theſe ſtrictures, the preceding one is particularly recom- 


mended to his notice. It will require his moſt ſerious attention. 
peak thus of it without dreading the imputation of vanity. For 
it is not my own; it was ſuggeſted to me by Dr. HorsLEY ! 


= + * 
7 
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i known to the Greeks in printed books? It is 


irkſome to ſee-ſuch aſſertions brought forward; and 
to lie under the neceſſity of repelling them. 


XXXIV. 7t [the verſe in queſtion] i- 
wanting in MSS of all win but the 
Latin.” 


It was perhaps wanting in thoſe particular Greek 
MSS, from whence the Syriac and Coptic Verſions 
were tranſlated. But even that is not certain; be- 
cauſe the omiſſion of this paſſage in thoſe ancient 
Verſions might have been, and probably was, the 
fault of the tranſlator or tranſcriber : who have, or 
one of them hath, been guilty of much greater 
miſtakes and omiſſions than this, in thoſe reſpect- 
ive Verſions, 


This is all that can be granted to this objection. 
For the Arabic, Perſian, and Ethiopic Verſions are 
(as hath been before remarked) tranſcripts only 
from the Syriac and the Coptic. And the Greek 
and Armenian MSS (as well as the Latin) both 


deny the truth of 1 objection, as applied to 
them. 


D 4. | The 
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The queſtion of omiſſions, in genera will be 


conſidered hereafter, 


XXXV. The Lateran Council A. D. 1215, 
mentions Joachim quoting the text in theſe 
words : Quoniam in canonica Johannis epiſtola ; 
Quia Tres ſunt, qui teſtimonium dant in ccelo, 
Pater, et Verbum, et Spiritus; et hi tres 
unum ſunt ; fatimgue ſubjungitur, Et tres ſunt 
qui teſtimonium dant in terra, ſpiritus, aqua, 
et ſanguis, et tres unum ſunt ; /icut in codici- 
bus quibuſdam invenitur. Therefore this read- 
ing [ 1. John v: 7] was then got but into ſome 
books. For the words Sicut in codicibus qui- 
buſdam invenitur, refer as well to the firſt 
words of Joachim | about the three heavenly 
witneſſes] as to the ſecond part | about the three 
witneſſes on earth.] 


Foachim interpreted the final clauſe of the ſeventh 


verſe [Tres unum ſunt] to ſignifiy an unity of con- 
ſent only, in thoſe heavenly witneſſes. And he 
attempted to juſtifiy that interpretation, by alledg- 
ing that the ſame words | Tres unum ſunt] ſtood in 
ſome copies ¶ ficut in codicibus quibuſdam invenitur! 
in the eighth verſe, as well as in the ſeventh ;— 
that Fhelng there applied to the ſpirit, water, and 


blood, 
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blood, they could import an unity of conſent alone 
in that verſe; and that, being ſo interpreted in the 
eighth, he had a right to give the ſame interpreta- 
tion to them in the ſeventh verſe likewiſe. 


This, Sir, was the argument of achim —in 
which by the expreſſions, Sicut in codicibus quibuſe 
dam invenitur, he referred not to the three hea- 
venly witneſſes, but to the three witneſſes on earth, 
ſingly and excluſively. And I am happy in being 
able further to alledge the moſt reſpectable autho- 
rity againſt Sir aac Newton on this head, which 
is the teſtimony of Sir aac Nezwtonhimſelf : who 
has, in another part of this treatiſe (/) given to the 


words of Joachim a ſimilar interpretation. 


XXXVI. © Eugenius, Biſhop of Carthage, 
in the ſeventh year of Huneric, anno Cbriſſi 
484, in the ſummary of his faith exhibited to 
the King, cited it the firſt of any man, fo far 
as I can find.” 


I have no objeCtion to this remark, ſave that the 
ſummary of faith, here ſpoken of, is deſcribed as 
the Creed of Eugenius alone :—and that he is ſaid 

W=Ss2 to 


(/) Page 521. 


AQ... 
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to have been the firſt who cited this text. 1 does 
not appear to have been the Creed of Engenius 


alone, in any ſenſe ; for although preſented by him 


to Huneric, it "a not carry his ſignature, but 
(n) that of four other African Biſhops : who were 
moſt probably, from that circumſtance, the perſons 
deputed by their brethren to compoſe, and prepare 
it. And Eugenius, or the perſon or perſons who 
drew up this ſummary, was not (or rather were 
not) the firſt who cited this text; becauſe the ci- 
tationsand references of Tertullian, Cyprian, Phæ- 
badius, Marcus Celedenſis, Auguſtine and Eucherius ; 
the uſe of the ero5ox6- in the Greek Church, the 
Synopſis attributed to Athanaſius, together with the 
Old Italic and Armenian Verſions, as well as the 
Verſion of Jerome (all of which have recogniſed 
this diſputed text) were all antecedent to the year 


484. 


XXXVII. © Of the MSS which have not 
the teſliimony of the Three in Heaven, ſome 
have the words in terra in the eighth verſe, 
but the moſt want it, Of thoſe which have the 
teſtimony of the Three in Heaven, ſome in the 
eighth verſe have hi tres unum ſunt. Others 

nat 


(m) Pages 57—60, 181—3. 
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not. And that teſtimony is in moſt books ſet 
before the teſlimony of the Three in earth; in 
ſome it is ſet after. So Eraſmus notes two old 
books, in which it is ſet after ; Lucas Bru- 
genſis a third; and Heſſelius a fourth ; and 
% Vigilius Tapſenſis (adverl. Varim. Cap. v.) 
ſets it after : which ſeems to proceed from 
hence, that it was ſometimes ſo noted in the 
margin, that the reader or tranſcriber knew not 
whether it were to come before or after. Now 
theſe diſcords, as they detract from the authority 
of the Latin MSS, fo they confirm to us, that 
the old vulgar Latin has in theſe things been 
' tampered qwith, and corrected by Jerome's 
Verſion,” | 


The diſcords, which are here complained of, 
ſeem to have been entirely owing to the oſcitancy 
and negligence of tranſcribers. Had they origi- 
nated, in the tranſcribers of theſe MSS, from a de- 
hire of correcting them by Ferome's Verlion, it 
ſeems very difficult to aſſign a reaſon why theſe 
ſuppoſed ſamperers ceaſed from tampering, until 
they had rendered their MSS exact copies, in this 
paſſage at leaſt (which ex confeſs they are not) of 
the Verſion of Ferome, | 


But, 
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But, taking the objection as granted for the 
. / preſent, and for the ſake of argument,—let it be 
obſerved that, before it can be imputed as a fault 
to any Latin MS that it has been corrected by 
Ferome's Verſion, —it muſt be proved that the 
Verſion of Jerome is, in itſelf, erroneous and of no 
authority. This illuſtrious objector has indeed 
endeavoured to diſparage this Verſion, as we have 
already ſeen,—by affirming that Jerome was ac- 
cuſed by his contemporaries of having altered the 
public reading, in reſpect to the paſſage in queſ- 
tion, —that he wrote the fabulous lives of Paul 
and Hlarion, and that Eraſmus called him impu- 
dent. But it hath been already proved that theſe 
intended diſparagements of that Verſion have no 
ſolid foundation; and cannot, therefore, ſupport | 
the inference which is thus attempted to be built 
upon them. 


XXXVIII. © The original MS$S [of R. 
Stephens] be [ Beza) does not here [in the 
preface to his annotations] pretend to have ; 
nor could he have them, for they were not Ste- 
phens's M&S; but belonged to ſeveral libraries 
in France, and Italy,” 


Beza 
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Beza has expreſſed himſelf with ſo little pre- 
ciſion in this preface, on the ſubject of R. Stephens's 
_ original MSS, that it might be doubted whether 
he had, or had not, the uſe of thoſe MSS, did he 
not, in other parts of his works, clear up thoſe 
doubts in the moſt ſatisfactory manner () by ex- 
preſſions which are ſo plain as to need no comment. 


Nor does the fact of Beza's poſſeſſing theſe ori- 
ginal MSS depend on his own aſſertion alone, 
however truly reſpectable that may be. For R. 
Stephens has in effect given us the ſame informa- 
tion (as hath been already remarked) in his poſt- 


ſeript, or advertiſement ſubjoined to Beza's edition 
of A. D. 1556. (o) 


XL. “ Four of them [R. Stephens's MSS] 


noted y, , i, id, had each of them the four 
Goſpels only.” 


This aſſertion is not juſt, The MS, noted g, 
contained the firſt epiſtle to the Corinthians. And 
that marked d contained alſo the Acts of the 
Apoſtles, and the ſecond epiſtle oſ St. Peter. 


XII. 


(1) Page 194—5 of theſe Letters. 
(e) Page 247. 
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XLI. © Too noted g, „, contained only the 
Gofpels and the Ade, One, noted ir, contained 
the Apocalypſe only. The MS, 2, contained 
the Epiſiles and Goſpels ; i, i, i, the Epiſtles 
and As; and d, , b, the Epiſeles, Goſpels, 
and As.” 


This enumeration abounds with miſtakes. Beſide 
the particulars here mentioned the MS of R, 
Stephens, marked g, contained the Epiſtle to the 
Romans; —ic, the ſecond Epiſtle to the Corinthians, 
the firſt Epiſtle to Timothy, and the Apocalypſe ;— 
2, the Acts ;—;i, the Goſpels of St. Luke and St. 
Fohn ;—«, the Goſpels of St. Matthew and St. 
Fohn, and the Apocalypſe ;-—y, the Goſpels of 
St. Matthew and St. Jobn z—and , the Apo- 
calypſe. 


XLII.“ For in the various ledtions of the 
canonical epiſtles, and thoſe to the Theſſalonians, 
Timothy, Titus, and the Hebrews, are found 
theſe ſeven MSS, 9, «, 2, 0, , ua, wy, every 
where cited, and no more than theſe.” 


This obſervation is incorrect, like the former. 
The MSS % and i are cited by R. Stephens to 
theſe, 
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theſe enumerated parts of the ſacred Canon, as 
well as the MSS mentioned in the objection. | 


XLIII.“ And this any one may gather, by 
noting what MSS the various lectiont are cited 
out of, in every book of the New Teftament. 


| He certainly may. It is the very method which 
I have purſued; and which has enabled me to 
eorrect all the preceding miſtakes. 


XLIV. © Stephens, therefore, did collect 
various lefions of the epiſtles out of only theſe 
ſeven MSS, 8, . e, 0, ., , iy. And in all 
theſe ſeven he found the teſtimony of the Three 
in Heaven to be wanting ; as you may ſee noted 
in the margin of his edition.” 


The former clauſe of this objection hath been 
Juſt diſproved. And the latter is utterly ground- 
leſs. The margin of R. Stephens's edition denotes 
that the particular words, u r zexrw, were wanting 
in the ſeven MSS there referred to: but no more. 


XLV. © And ſo here, where the teflimony 
of the Three in Heaven is generally wanting 
in the Greek copies, they [the Complutenſian 

Ze Editors] 
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Editors] make a marginal note, to ſecure them- 
ſelves from being blamed for printing it— 
And that note being ſet in the margin of the 
Greek text, ſhews that its main deſign 1s to 
juſtify the Greek, by the Latin thus refified and 
confirmed, But to us Aquinas is no Apoſtle.” 


The marginal note, here referred to, was evi- 
dently deſigned to juſtify the omiſſion of len « 
Tpets eig To Ev £408 in the eigbib verſe; and for no 
other purpoſe. A ſingle impartial peruſal of the 
(p) note itſelf will amply juſtify this obſervation. 


XLVI. © A third reaſon why I conceive the 
Complutenſian Greek t have been in this 
place a tranſlation from the Latin, is becauſe 
Stunica, when in his objefions he comes to 
this text, cites not one Greek MS for it againſt 
Eraſmus, but argues wholly from the authority 
of the Latin. 


I am ready, Sir, to acknowledge the truth of this 
objection. And as far as the conduct of Stunica 
can affect the authenticity of the verſe in queſtion, 
I own myſelf unable ſatisfactorily to account for it. 

But 


(?) Appendix, No. xl. 


NEWTON. 395 


But to us STUNICA (as Sir [aac properly obſerves 
of Aquinas) is no Apoſtle, Whether the reſt of 
Stunica's writings, if they had ſurvived to the pre- 
ſent times, would have diſſipated theſe doubts or 
not,—cannot now be determined. But this may 
be now, and indeed has (9) been already deter- 
mined, and in. truth it is the chief point which re- 
quires determination in the preſent diſquiſition: 
viz. that the Complutenſian Greek was NOT a tranſ- 
lation from the Latin, as is aſſumed in the pre- 
ceding objection. 


XLVII. “ So then the Complutenſian Di- 
vines did ſometimes correct the Greek by the 
Latin, without the authority of any Greek MS; 
as appears by their practice in Matthew vi: 


A 


I 3. 


The marginal note, in Matthero vi: 13 contains 
an account, given by the Complutenſian Editors, of 
their having omitted the Doxology in that verſe, 
And the reaſon which they aſſign for the omiſſion 
does them infinite honor, as it ſhews them to 


E e 2 have 


) Pages 290— 305. 
Theſe Editors poſitively affirm that they had (how many they do not 
mention) Greek MSS from the Vatican. And we are certified by va- 


rious authorities, that they had another Greek MS from Rhodes, com- 
monly called the Codex Rhodienſic, 
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have been conſcientiouſly ſcrupulous in not admit- 
ting any thing to ſtand in the ſacred canon, which 
had not, in their judgment, an indubitable claim 
to originality. Had they entertained any doubts 
of its authenticity, it muſt be preſumed that they 
would have acted in the ſame manner with the 
verſe 1 Fl * 


XI VII. * Nor has all the zeal for this text ' 
been able ſince to diſcover one | viz. Greek MS 
which contained the verſe 1 John v: 7.] 
either in Spain, or any where elſe.” 


Two Greek MSS have been diſcovered ſince the 
date of the Complutenſian edition, which contain 
the verſe 1 John v: 7, and are till extant (7) 
namely, the MSS of Dublin and Berlin. A third, 
unwillingly acknowledged by Eraſmus, the Codex 
Britannicus, muſt be added to theſe, together with 
the Codex Rhodienſis, both now probably loſt, As 
Beza affirms that the whole of R. Stephens's ſix- 
teen 


(r) Miſſed by the ambiguity of Wer/tein's expreſſions, it was aſſumed 
by me, in the ſecond edition of theſe Letters, p. 283, and 322, that 
he admitted three other Greek MSS to contain this diſputed paſlage. 
This aſſumption was an error, and it is now withdrawn. 
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teen (s) MSS contained the firſt epiſtle to the Co- 
rinthians, it ſeems probable, eſpecially when the 
general belief of that age (7) is taken into the ac- 
count, that all the ſixteen might have alſo exhi- 
bited the Canonical Epiſtles. And Valla's MSS 
have been already (a) computed to be ſeven. 


On the other hand all the reſt of the Greek 
MSS of the Canonical Epiſtles, which have been 
collated or examined ſince the publication of the 
Complutenſian edition, amounting to one hundred 
and nineteen in number (as I compute them) in- 


cluding the twenty three (v) which are now in the 
Royal 


(s) Page 195. It is evident from this declaration, admitting (and 
#who will deny ? ) its truth, that R. Stephens had in his poſſeſſion the 
MS S, and not various lections collected out of it by his friends in Italy, 
as Sir Jſaac Newton argues in p 516. This point is ſtill further eſta- 
bliſhed by R. Stephen's declaration to the Sorbonne—Reſpondeo effe quin- 
decim relata in bibliothecam regiam : the latter number being excluſive 
of the Complutenſian edition, The words of R. Stephens, then, in his 
Preface, exemplar vetuſtiſſimum in Italia ab amicis collatum, muſt im- 
port that the exemplar, the book itſelf was procured (and not the lec- 
tions out of it collected) for R. Stephens by his friends in /taly. 

„% Anſwer to Objection i. of M. Griz/ach, hereafter fiated. 

(2) Pages 269—271. 

(v) There are 26 Greek MSS in the Royal Library at Paris which 
contain a part at leaſt of the firſt epiſtle of St. John: 23 of which 
ſet forth the 5th Chapter, but do not exhibit the 7th verſe. And they 
all, except thoſe numbered 58 and 60 (if my collations be, as I think 
they are, correct) read ti5 To ev in the 8th verſe. Out of three of 
the 26 (viz, No. 1060, 103 and 105) the leaf, or a part of it, is 

b tore 
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Royal Library at Paris, do not exhibit the ſeventh 
verſe. The Pariſian MSS are not to be wholly 
added to Grigſbach's liſt, becauſe many of them are 
already numbered in it. 5 


Upon this mode of calculation, if juſt, it ap- 
pears that more than one Greek MS out of five 
of this epiſtle, now known by any ſpecial deſerip- 
tion to have exiſted ſince, or about the time of 
the compilation of the Complutenſian edition, — did, 
or do now, exhibit the verſe 1. John v: 7. 
XLIX. “ The differences | of terms, in theſe 
two verſes, in different MSS] are too great to 
ſpring from the bare errors of Scribes, and 
ariſe rather from the various tranſlations of the 
place, out of Latin into Greek, by differem 


perſons,” 


This objection confines itſelf to the readings of 
the Codex Britannicus and the Complutenſian Poly- 
glott. But in order to give all poſſible force to the 
objection, all the different readings which have 
been mentioned in this treatiſe, ſhall be here com- 
bined together in one view. 

The 


torn which contained that part of St. John's epi/tle. Tn No. 1060 this 
appears to be the only page of the whole book, which has ſuffered lace- 
ration! It ſeems certain that this violence was not inflicted 88 
them, becaule they did net contain the 7th verſe ! 
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Upon the face of this collection of the Greek 
readings of this conteſted paſſage, compared with 
the Latin copies, the following obſervations offer 
themſelves to the mind. 


1. The Latin copies univerſally read Spiritus 
Sanctus [the Holy Spirit] in the ſeventh verſe; 
which epithet is not found in the Codex Britan- 
nicus. 


2. The ſame Latin copies univerſally read Tres 
unum ſunt [Three ARE one] in the concluſion of 
the ſeventh verſe. But the Complutenſian Polyglott 
and the Berlin 'MS read retis £65 70 EV £808, which is 
equivalent to Tres in unum ſunt, or Theſe three 
agree in one. | 


3. The Latin copies have univerſally the conclud- 
ing clauſe of the eighth verſe, with ſo few excep- 
tions as not to merit any notice. (w) But the Dub- 
lin MS, the Codex Britannicus, the Edition of Com- 
plutum, and the Berlin MS, do not contain this 
concluding clauſe under any terms, or mode of 
expreſſion whatſoever. | 


Now 


(ww) There are but ſeven exceptions, if I have not miſreckoned 
them, in the great number of Latin MSS now in the Royal Library 


Paris, 


Now theſe differences, from their nature, cannot 
be imputed to any tranſlators with any reaſonable 
degree of probability. For if theſe expreſſions 
(nay Whole clauſes) were loſt by any tranſlators, 
they muſt have ſo loſt them by incapacity, or by 
inadvertence. Now no tranſlator can be ſuppoſed 
to have been ſo incapable, as not to know how to 
render theſe omitted expreſſions and clauſes, from 
the Latin into the Greek language. And the 
omiſſions ſeem to be too large, and to contain too 
many words, to permit a well-grounded idea of 
their having been loſt through inadvertence by a 
tranſlator ; whoſe office, verbum de verbo reddere, 
requires him to yield an inceſſant attention to his 
original, and to give to his tranſlation frequent and 
painful reviſals, leſt he ſhould injure or betray the 
meaning of his author, | 


It appears therefore to be almoſt an impoſſibi- 
lity, that theſe aberrations ſhould have ariſen from 
any ( ſuppoſed, —for there is no proof that there 
ever were any ſuch) tranſlators. From whence it 
ſeems to follow, that they have ariſen from, the 
other cauſe, ſtated in the objection, — namely, the 
bare errors of tranſcribers, whoſe object hath al- 
ways been to hurry through their taſk as faſt as 

F f poſſible, 
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poſſible, without much regard to any thing, be- 
mow the reward expected at the cloſe of it. 


IL. Erafmus tells us, that he never A it 
[the verſe 1. Jobn v: 7] in any Greek MS ; 
and, by conſequence, not in that carrected one 
[the Codex Britannicus] which fell into his 
bands.” 


Eraſmus did, in the earlier part of his contro- 
verſy on this ſubject, affirm, that he had, at that 
time, never ſeen any Greek MS which contained 
this diſputed paſſage. But he admits, in another 
place, that he did afterwards find this verſe in the 
Codex Britannicus ; which HE COLLATED in Eng- 
land. (x) | 


LI.“ He that ſhall hereafter meet, with it 
[this diſputed text] in any | Greek} book, ought 
firſt, before be inſiſt upon the authority of that 
book, to examine, whether it hat not been cor- 
refed by the Latin, and whether it be ancienter 
than the Lateran Council; for if it be liable to 
either of theſe two candle, it can ſignify no- 
thing to produce it. 


This 


(a) Page 264. 
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This concluſion, although in general juſt, is lia- 
ble to many exceptions. One of them at leaſt, 
ought here to be mentioned: which is, — that 
where any Greek MS now exiſts, which was pro- 
bably, or even confeſſedly, copied or written ſince 
the thirteenth century (the æra of the Lateran 
Council)—ſach MS is not to take its eſtimation 
firifly from the time when it was ſo copied; but 
from ſome higher æra, which gave date to that 
Copy from which it was ſo tranſcribed. | 


But, Sir, I am contented to take the concluſion 
in its ſtricteſt terms, as to ſeveral parts of the evi- 
dence herein before adduced to the originality of 
this verſe. For I find myſelf, even in that ſitua- 
tion, at liberty to affirm that the Areoa6y, the Sy- 
nopſis of Athanaſius, the Orations of Gregory Na- 
21anzen, the Confeſſion of Faith of the Greek 
Church, the Diſputation herein before aſcribed to 
Maximus, the Greek MSS of Walafrid Strabo and 
of Ferome, the quotation of Euthymius Zygabenus, 
—and the authority of the Council of Epheſus, 
upon which the Armenian Verſion was framed and 
adjuſted, ' form an accumulation of GREEK teſti- 
monies, the authority- of which cannot be denied 
even upon the terms of the objection itſelf. For 
there is no color of reaſon to aſſert that any of 

F'i 2 them 
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them have been corrected by the Latin. And there 
is no ground to ſuppoſe that they are not all more 
ancient, in point of date, than the Zateran Council, 


This moſt reſpectable objector, laſtly, ſtates his 
own paraphraſe of this paſſage, in order to ſhew 
that the ſenſe of St. John, without the teſtimony 
of the Three in Heaven, is (to uſe his own words) 


plain and flrong ; but if you "yer that teſtimony, 
you Spoil il. 


This fenſe, or internal evidence of the paſſage, 
will be conſidered hereafter : in which conſidera» 
tion, I truſt, the very oppoſite concluſion will ap- 
pear. At the ſame time I moſt freely admit, in 
common with this illuſtrious obje&or (5) that! 
Have that honor for St. John, as to believe that 
be wrote good ſenſe; and therefore do moſt impli- 
citly take that ſenſe to be nis which is [or which 
at leaſt appears to me to be] the beſt,” 


And here, Sir, I wiſh to take my leave of the 
objections urged by this great ornament of human 
nature, this © /ir/? and chiefeft of the race of men: 
from whom it will detra& little that he cheriſhed 
an erroneous opinion as to this diſputed paſlage ; 

his 

(3) Page 530. 
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his errors being more than redeemed by his can- 
dor, his miſtakes by his unaffected magnanimity. 
His own declaration, ſtated in the outſet of theſe 
obſervations, affords the faireſt reaſon, the moſt 
available pretenſions to conclude, that if Sir [aac 
Newton had been appriſed of ALL the poſitive evi- 
dence, which has been alledged in the preceding 
pages on behalf of the authenticity of this text 
(a great part of which was utterly unknown to 
him) he would not have caft the weight of his 
name into that ſcale, which (as it ſeems he would 
then have confeſſed) ought not to preponderate in 
the preſent queſtion, 


It ſeems neceſſary now to attend to M. Grief- 
bach, and Mr. Bowyer, according to the plan here- 
tofore laid down. But as the objections, inſiſted 
upon by theſe writers, ſtand on foundations very 
ſimilar to thoſe of Dr. Benſon and Sir Iſaac New- 
ton, which have been already diſcuſſed ; they will 


fortunately require no more than a very /brief con- 
ſideration. 


And firſt, for M. Grigſbacb. 


1 
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I. © R. Stephens conſulted indeed ſome 
[Greek] MSS, but they were few : viz. in 
the Goſpels ten; in the Acts and Epillles eight ; 
and two in the Apocalypſe. (2) 


This is but an indifferent ſpecimen of the accu- 
racy of M. Grigſbach. In the Goſpels R. Stephens 
conſulted fourteen MSS at leaſt (excluſive of the 
Complutenſian edition) inſtead of ten, as here ak 
ledged; in the Acts ten at leaſt, inſtead of eight; 
in the Epiſtles welve at leaſt, inſtead of eight; 
and in the Apocalypſe four at leaſt, inſtead of two. 


The margins of R. Stephens's edition prove (a) 
theſe allegations beyond all contradiction. And 
there is no room to conclude, either from R. Ste- 
phens's preface, or from any mode of ſound argu- 
mentation, that theſe particular MSS thus cited 
were all the MSS of R. Stephens, which contained 
thoſe ſeveral portions of Scripture. Fourteen MSS 
only are directly cited by him to the Goſpels ; but 

+, tat 


(z) Vol. ii. Preface, page 25. 

(a) To the Goſpels R. Stephens has cited the MSS f, , d, e, C, 
N, 0, ly 5% ia, 8, iy, 10, and 1g. 6 

To the Acts, Q, d, e, &, n, 0, 1, in, 1% and 4d, 

To the Epiſtles, G, d, e, C, 0, i, 4, , %, id, 12, and . 

And to the Apocalypſe, e, ia, it, and 15g. 
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that circumſtance does not prove that the whole 
ſixteen did not contain the Goſpels, Twelve MSS 
only are directly cited to the Epiſtles ; but that 
circumſtance does not prove that the Epiſtles were 
not exhibited in all the ſixteen MSS poſſeſſed by 
R. Stephens. It is certain from the teſtimony of 
Beza (b) that one of theſe Epiſtles, the firſt to the 
Corinthians, was exhibited by all the ſixteen. And 
the Divines of the Univerſity of Louvaine, who 
were contemporaries with R. Stephens, in their 
Bible of A. D. 1574, affirm the ſame thing of the 
Epiſtle of St. Jobn, and, by inference, of (c) this 
diſputed paſſage alſo. This teſtimony at leaſt proves 
that ſuch was the general belief, and e of 
that age and time. 


II. III. IV. * And theſe MSS (d) were not 
collated by R. Stephens himſelf, but by Henry his 
Son, a boy of eightcen years of age: There 

are 


(5) Page 195. 
(e) Inter Owns Stephani ne unus ef qui difſideat, aii quad ſeptem 
Auntaxat To in clo confodiunt, ſi tamen ſemicirculus lefionis defignans ter- 
minum ſuo loco fit collocatus.” It has been already ſhewn (p. 190— 
204) that theſe ſemicircles could not, morally ſpeaking, be placed im- 
properly in reſpect to this paſſage. 

(4) It is ſuppoſed that M. Grigſbach here alludes to the MSS now in 
the Royal Library at Faris not to the gleanings of H. Stephens and 


Bexa. 
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are very many good and valuable readings in 
R, Stephens's MSS (e) which are not inſerted 
in the margin of his book. His boaſts as to 
bis very great care and diligence in collating 
his MSS, and his faithfulneſs in ſettling his 
text, are empty and falſe.” 


When M. Grie/bach ſhall be able to produce 
| theſe original MSS, he may be at liberty perhaps 
to bring theſe accuſations againſt R. Stephens, 
They are, at preſent, as groundleſs and R 
as they are uncandid and injurious. 


Thus far for M. Grie/bach's preface to his ſe- 
cond volume. 


In his diſſertation (/) upon this conteſted text, 
he affirms that it exiſts in no Greek MS except 
that of Dublin, which, he ſays, is the Codex Bri- 
tannicus of Eraſmus—that Valla's Latin, as well as 
his Greek MSS did not contain this verſe—that it 
firſt appeared, in Greek, in the Acts of the La- 
teran Council—that it was not read in the ancient 
Armenian Verſion (which he aſſerts on the bare 


authority of Sandius)—that the preface to the ca- 
nonical 


(e) This opinion is controverted in page 252 —7 of theſe Letters, 
Y Pages 225—6, 
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nonical Epiſtles is not Jerome s that Jerome and 
Auguſtine have not quoted the verſe that Fulgen- 
tins uſes the word confitetur—that the confeſſion of 
faith of Eugenius, and the African Biſhops under 
Huneric, has no ſubſcription or ſignature (whereas 
it is ſigned by no leſs than four Biſhops) and that 
Vigilius was the firſt who explicitly quoted this 
diſputed paſſage. It is ſufficient to have barely 
mentioned theſe objections: not only becauſe they 
are, in general, brought forward without even the 
decency of an attempt to ſupport them; but be- 
cauſe they have been already replied to, and, as it 
is truſted, overthrown in the preceding pages. 


The objections, which follow, ſeem to require 
a more particular conſideration, 


V. t is now beyond a doubt, that R. Ste- 
pbent had no more MSS of the catholic Epiſtles 
than ſeven ; and that none of theſe contained 


any part of this diſputed paſſage.” 


It is truly aſtoniſhing to ſee ſo many men of 
learning, La Croze, Le Long, Emlyn, Sir Iſaac 
Newton, Dr. Benſon, and M. Grieſbach (not to 
mention any other modern Writers in Germany) 


follow each other ſo implicitly in ſo groſs an error. 
G g Thoſe 
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Thoſe Greek MSS, which now ſubſiſt in the Royal 
Library at Paris, have been already proved (g) not 
to be thoſe of R. Stephens, And yet this is the 


ſuppoſition upon which this charge is founded. 


In addition to | theſe adverſaries, the learned 
tranſlator of Michaelis (H) has lately informed the 
world, that the MS, diſtinguiſhed by the letters y 
R. Stephens,” is now in the Library of the Univer- 
ſity of Cambridge, is there marked Kk, 6.4, and 
that it contains the epiſtle of St. John, but not 
the verſe 1. John v: 7. His argument on this 
ſubject may be reduced to the following heads. 


1. The readings which R. Stephens has pro- 
duced from the MS y alone, throughout the ca- 
tholic epiſtles, amount to twenty. 


2. Theſe ſingular readings are all found © with- 
out any exception and without the leaſt variation” 


in his MS Kk. 


3. Several of theſe ſingular readings have been 
| diſcovered 


(2) Pages 204— 263. 
(b) Introd. to the New Teſt. tranſlated by the Rev, Mr. Marſh, St. 
John's Coll. Camb, Vol. ii. part 2, p. 789. 
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diſcovered in no MS whatever ſince the days of 


R. Stephens. 


4. This extraordinary coincidence, united with 


the circumſtance that the MS Kk has the name of 
a contemporary, and a friend of R. Stephens in it, 
affords the ſtrongeſt proof that the MS now in 
queſtion, and the MS h of R. Stephens, are one 
and the ſame book: And therefore 


5. The ſemicircle of R. Stephens is miſplaced. 


The obſervations on this argument, founded on 
an examination of the catholic epiſtles in this MS 
Kk, ſhall follow the order in which the ſeveral 


parts of that argument are here arranged. 


1. On referring to the margin of R. Stephens, 
it will appear that he has quoted his MS . /olely, 
not merely in twenty, but in twenty-five places. 


2, One of theſe ſingular readings, which is not 
found in the MS Kk, is in James v: 7, in which 
paſſage this Copy reads tg A Kaproy Tewimhov KG 
„hh. But the MS y read the paſſage thus, «ws 
a Xu(3n rn x O without xzeroy OT Any 
other ſubſtantive. This may perhaps be one of 

G g 2 thoſe 


—— 
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Thoſe Greek MSS, which now ſubſiſt in the Royal 

Library at Paris, have been already proved (g) not 

to be thoſe of R. Stephens. And yet this is the 
ſuppoſition upon which this charge is founded. 


In addition to theſe adverſaries, the learned 
tranſlator of Michaelis (h) has lately informed the 
world, that the MS, diſtinguiſhed by the letters y 
R. Stephens, is now in the Library of the Univer- 
ſity of Cambridge, is there marked Kk, 6.4, and 
that it contains the epiſtle of St. John, but not 
the verſe 1. Fohn v: 7. His argument on this 
ſubje& may be reduced to the following heads. 


1. The readings which R. Stephens has pro- 
duced from the MS n alone, throughout the ca- 
tholic epiſtles, amount to twenty. 


2. Theſe ſingular readings are all found © with- 
out any exception and without the leaſt variation” 
in his MS Kk. 


5 ts Several of theſe ſingular readings have been 
diſcovered 


(2) Pages 204— 263. 
% Introd. to the New Teſt. tranſlated by the Rev. Mr. Marſo, St. 
John's Coll. Camb. Vol. ii, part 2, p. 789. 


G RIESB ACR. 411 


diſcovered * no MS whatever ſince the days of 
R. Stephens., 


4. This extraordinary coincidence, united with | 

the circumſtance that the MS Kk has the name of | 

a contemporary, and a friend of R. Stephens in it, 

affords the ſtrongeſt proof that the MS now in 

queſtion, and the MS / of R. Stephens, are one 
and the ſame book : And therefore 


5. The ſemicircle of R. Stephens is miſplaced. 


The obſervations on this argument, founded on 
an examination of the catholic epiſtles in this MS 
Kk, ſhall follow the order in which the ſeveral 


parts of that argument are here arranged. 


1. On referring to the margin of R. Stephens, 
it will appear that he has quoted his MS . /olely, 
not merely in twenty, but in twenty-five places. 


2, One of theſe ſingular readings, which is not 
found in the MS Kk, is in James v: 7, in which 
paſſage this Copy reads tws An d . 
„Eh. But the MS uy read the paſſage thus, ws 
a An Tewinmov Ka o1mov, without xzemoy OT Any 
other ſubſtantive, This may perhaps be one of 

G g 2 thoſe 


— 
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thoſe five paſſages which Mr. Marſb did not 
reckon. It renders his whole argument ineffeQive, 
although the other twenty-four ſingular readings 
ſhould be (as on examination they appear to be) 
in the MS Kk. 


3. As to the aſſertion that ſeveral of theſe ſin- 
gular readings have been diſcovered in no MS 
whatever ſince the days of R. Stephens, it will ap- 
pear, on conſulting the various readings collected 
by Mill, Wetſtein and Grie/bach, that the caſe ſtands 
thus, or nearly thus. Of the twenty four ſingular 
readings, in which the MSS ) and KK agree, 
twelve have been diſcovered in other Greek M88, 
ſix more have been found in ſome of the oldeſt 

Verſions, and one more in Cyril of Alexandria: 
ſo that there are only five ſingular readings, which 
have not yet been found any where, except in the 


MSS Kk and 17. 


4. Mr. Marſh infers from this extraordinary co- 
incidence (a coincidence of twelve readings) and 
from the word Vatablus being written in the MS 
Kk, that it muſt be the MS hy of R. Stephens. 
It will inſtantly appear how inſignificant the latter 
circumſtance is. And with regard to the former, 
if it be a juſt inference that two MSS are the 

ſame 


* 
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ſame becauſe they agree in a certain number of 
paſſages, where they deviate from all other copies; 
it is ſurely reaſonable to conclude, that if one of 
two given MSS ſhall diſagree, not only with the 
other, but alſo with the reſt of the MSS which 
have hitherto been collated, in a far greater num- 


ber of paſſages, they muſt be two different MSS. 


In the MS Kk there are in all 135 deviations 
from the text of R. Stephens, each of them not 
leſs important than thoſe which he has produced 
from his MS y. In his margin the MS «y is 
quoted only 60 times. There are in the MS Kk, 
therefore, 75 more various readings than R. Ste- 
fhens has produced from the MS y. 


Among the 135 readings, juſt mentioned, there 
are 42 which are not to be met with either in the 
margin of R. Stephens, or in the various readings - 
of Mill, of Wetftein, or of Grigſbach that is, 
there are 42 paſſages wherein the MS Kk differs 
not only from the MS (as the fair preſumption 
is) but from every other known MS. But there 
are twelve places alone in which the MS »y is 
known to diſagree with the MS Kk and to differ 
from every other Copy. From all which facts 
and circumſtances taken together it appears moſt 


probable 
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probable that the Copies now in queſtion are two 
different MSS : And therefore that 


5. Mr. Mar/h's argument does not ſhewy that 
the ſemicircle of R. Stephens is miſplaced. _ 


It will not be too ſtrong an obſervation to re- 
mark, that ſuch accuſations tarniſh not his well- 
earned honors. 'They prove nnen the pre- 
cipitancy of his accuſers. 


VI.“ The obelus, which is rightly fixed in 
R. Stephens's Latin editions,” is found out of 
its proper place in his Greek.” 


In printing his Latin edition of A. D. 1539, 
for inſtance, in the compilation of which R. Ste- 
phens made uſe of ſeventeen MSS containing the 
canonical epiſtles, and three printed bibles, he 
firſt placed this paſſage (i) entire in the text; he 
then fixed his indexes ſo as to comprehend within 
them all the words of this diſputed paſſage, from 
in cælo to in terra incluſively. And laſtly, he in- 
ſerted in his interior margin the inſignia of four 

only 

(i) If we enquire his reaſon for ſo doing, it is thus given in his 


own words, © Ea tranſlatio, qua noſtrz eccleſiz paſſim utuntur dum 
ſacros libros aut recitant aut decantant, ms werbo quidem uno mutato, 


typis exprimeretut.“ 
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only of his Latin MS : thus ſignifying to his 
readers that the words, ſo included within his in- 
dexes, were not indeed contained in thoſe four 
MSS—but that they were for that very reaſon (4) 
contained in all the reſt. 


Let R. Stephens then by his Latin Teſtament of 
A. D. 1539, for inſtance, determine the diſpute 
about his Greek Teſtament of A. D. 1550. His 


ſentence, in reſpect of theſe two Teſtaments, will 
ſtand thus : 


In all thoſe Latin MSS, by the Belp of which 
I compiled my Latin edition of the firſt epiſtle 
F St. John in A. D. 1539, the whole of the 
diſputed paſſage 1. John v: 7, 8 is read, except 
in four MSS only; in which four the words 


| from in ccolo 10 in terra (incluſive) alone are 
Wanting ;— 


In all thoſe Greek MSS, by the help of which 

I compiled my Greek edition of the ſame epiſtle 
in A. D. 1550, the whole of the ſame diſputed 
paſſage is alſo read, except in ſeven only; in 
| | which 


(4) Exceptio probat regulam in non exceptic. 
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which ſeven the words, w tw #gavw, alone art 
wanting. 


This is the plain language of R. Stephens's re- 
ferences both in his Latin and his Greek Teſta- 
ments. And this is alſo, as to the Greef, what 
hath been uniformly contended for throughout the 
preceding pages. The collation and compariſon 
of R. Stephens's Latin edition with his Greek one 
ſeem only to prove that his conduct hath been 
uniformly ſincere in both. His admitted integrity 
as to the Latin Teſtament is a warranty, a pledge 
for the like integrity in his Greek Teſtament. 
And the defenders of the authenticity of this 
verſe of St. Fohn ought not to wiſh for a more 
favorable arbitration, in the debate as to the inten- 
tions of R. Stephens in placing his indexes, than 
this expoſition of them by Stephens himſelf. 


VII. © This verſe was not read | or quoted] 
at the Council of Nice :"—and is, therefore, 
ſpurious. 


This hath been often ſaid : but, as it ſeems, 
without ſufficient grounds. For how is this af- 
ſumption to be proved? Not by the 4s of this 

| | Council. 
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Council. For they are decrees only and ordinan- 
ces, and ſet forth no texts of Scripture whatſoever 
reſpecting the nature, the attributes (#) or even 
the exiſtence of the Deity. Nor can it be proved 
by the (Nicene) Creed of this Council, For 
that, although inſiſting ſtrongly on the divinity of 
Feſus Chriſt, does not contain a fingle citation 
from Scripture. Nor is this aſſumption to be 
proved from thoſe pretended diſputes of Biſhops, 
and others, at that Council. For theſe are mere 
fables compoſed by Gelaſius Cyzicenſis (1) ſome 
centunes after that Council was held, as is now 
univerſally admitted, The Nicene Fathers, there- 
fore, are filent as to this conteſted verſe in their 
Acts, and Creed; but that ſilence is a thing the 
moſt remote in nature from a proof that it did 
not then ſubſiſt in their Greek MSS ; or that it 
was not even quoted at the council .of Nice. 


Whenever it ſhall be affirmed, then, that the 
Acts and Creed of the Nicene Fathers have not 
mentioned the verſe 1. John v: 7, and that it is 
therefore ſpurious : it would, as it ſeems; be 
no very unapt corollary to ſuch a propoſition, to 

H h ſay 


| {4) The only texts, cited in them, refer to Eunuchs and uſury. 
Harduin. in loco. 


(/) Da Pin, Art. Gelaſſus. 
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ſay Nor have they mentioned the baptiſmal inflitus 
tion, — therefore that is ſpurious: Nor that paſſage 
in St. John's Goſpel, J and my father are one,. 
therefore that is ſpurious: Nor any part either of 
that Gofpel, or of his Epiſtles, — therefore they are 
ſpurious: Nor yet any one paſſage, from any one 
bart of the Bible, reſpecting the nature of ibe Gad. 
head, — therefore, in fine, thoſe paſſages are. all 
ſpurious ! The inference is either valid in all 
its parts, or it is valid in none. But in truth 
it is utterly invalid. It has no ſoundneſs in it. 
It proves too much, and therefore proves no- 


thing, 


VIII.“ Eucherius has not quoted the verſe 

1 John v: 7,—for Flacius has publiſhed an edi- 
tion of the Formule in which he left out this 

' paſſage, and Braſſicanus interpolated it in his 


edition. 


J. A. Braſſicanus was Librarian of the Royal 
Library at Vienna. He publiſhed his edition of 
Eucherius in the cloſe of the year 15 30, or the 
beginning of 1531; for his dedication of it to 
Janus a Suolla bears date in the month of Decem- 


ber in the former of theſe years. In this dedica- 
tion 
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tion (n) he complains in ſtrong terms of a former 
(which was indeed the 7/7) edition of Eucherius as 
being extremely mutilated and full of miſtakes, 
and of the exceſſive labor which he had found it 
neceſſary to undergo in reſtoring thoſe mutilations, 
and correcting thoſe miſtakes. From whence it is 
argued by M. Grigſbach and others, that this firſt 
edition, by whomſoever it might be publiſhed, 
had not the paſſage 1 Fohn v: 7, and that this was 
one of the pretended mutilations which Braſſicanus 
(for this paſſage ſtands in his edition) had taken 
upon him to gore, as he termed it, without any 
authority from his MSS. 


The anſwer to this accuſation is— 


1. The edition of Eucherius, of which Braſſi- 
canus thus complains, was that of Fohannes Si- 
chardus. And ſo remote is this ſtory of mutila- 

H h 2 tion 


() % Oculatus ipſe mihi teſtis es, amiciſſime mi June, quantum mihi 
laboris exhauriendum, imo, ut verius dicam, quantum tædii exſor- 
bendum fuerit in reſtituendis ac repurgandis Eucherii ſpiritalibus illis 
Formulis. Nam exemplum recens editum non tantum mutilum, 
verum etiam eximie mendoſum fuit. Nos autem exemplo et integro 
ct egregie ſincero uſi—primum id quod deerat adjecimus, et quz de- 


pravata fuerunt religioſe caſtigavimus.“ [ Viennæ ex Collegio Reg, 
A. D. 1530, menſe Decembris.] 
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tion from the truth, that even this firſt edition of 
Eucherius exhibits the verſe 1. Jobs v : 7. (u) 


2. Braſſicanus did not interpolate this verſe in 
his edition without any authority from his MSS ; 
of which the moſt ſatisfactory proof may be given 
from the following circumſtance. In that Library 
at Vienna, over which Braſſicanus preſided, there 
yet remain two (% MSS of Eucherius : both of 
which contain the paſſage in queſtion, I am in- 
debted for this information to M. Proſeſſor Alter, 
to whom I have before acknowledged, in 3 
reſpects, my obligations. It is to be preſumed 
that one of theſe was the exemplum Hartmannenſe, 
which Braſſicanus profeſſes chiefly to have fol- 
lowed in his edition. If not, Braſſicanus was 
poſſeſſed of three MSS at leaſt of Eucherius con- 
taining the verſe 1. John v; 7. (5) 

p / * IX. © The 


(=) See the book itſelf, p. 33. One copy of it is in the Library 
at Dublin, DD. vi. 19. See alſo Max. Bibl. Patr. Tom. vi. p. 822. 
The dedication of this edition to Cardinal Albert, Abp. of Magde- 
burgh, bears date at Baſil, in March 1 530. 

(e) Theſe MSS are numbered Ixiv and cxix. 

Eraſmus correſponded with, but did not reliſh, Broficanus. He 
might have regarded him more perhaps, if he had not publiſhed this 
edition of Eucherius. ¶ Eraſmi epiſ. ad V. Zuichem, Phryſium, 1533+] 

ip) As to Eucherius, in general, conſult Claud. Ecdic. Mamertus de 
ſtatu animz, Ed. Me/ch. Gepner. A. D. 1655, p. 140, 1. Sideniu, 
Lib, ix, Epiſt. * Fran, Bernardi Diſſert, Venet, 1762, p. 1-9. 
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IX, © The preface of Jerome is not found 
in any MS, written before the time of Charles 
the Bald, in the ninth century.” 


If this allegation were true (which however 
(g) is not the caſe) it would not prove that this 
preface was not written by Ferome. A conſidera- 
ble ſpace of time muſt elapfe, after the writing of 
this preface in Aſia, before the Latins of Europe 

in general could know (by the ſlow and expenſive 
method of propagating books then in uſe) that 
ſuch a preface even exiſted. And when the fact 
became in ſome meaſure known, the MSS which 
were written prior to that time could not receive it; 
for it was too large a piece. of compoſition to be in- 
terlined, or written in the margins of MSS, As it 
was no part of the ſacred Canon, many would refuſe 
to inſert it even in the MSS written after the know- 
ledge of it became general. Thoſe Chriſtians who 
favored the Arian, Semi-Arian, Sabellian, or even 
the Eunomian, and Eutychian ſyſtems, would cer- 
tainly deny it a place in their books. And thus it 
is poſſible that ſome few MSS (for they cannot be 
many) written before the ninth century, may now 

be 


(2) M. Sino, Hiſt. Du Texte. p. 208. Hiſt. des Verfions, p. 105. 
MarTIANAY, Proleg. Vol. i, Op. Hieron. Dr. BuxxRT, Letter 1, 
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be produced, in which this preface is not found, 
But this circumſtance (as before obſerved) is far 
from proving the preface to be ſpurious :—eſpe- 
cially when it is further conſidered that, IN the 
ninth century, this preface was publickly admitted 
to be the work of Jerome; as appears by the Gloſſa 
Ordinaria of Walafrid Strabo, which hath been al- 
ready called (7) in evidence to this point, in the 
preceding pages. | 


s rr * 7 


And now, Sir, I beg to be diſmiſſed from M. 
GRIESBACH, in order that I may, laſtly, attend ta 
Mr. BowYER, as was originally propoſed. —And 
his objections are, chiefly, theſe which follow, 


I.“ St. Cyprian does not quote the venſe, 
totidem verbis, as the text is now read, though 
Biſhop Pearſon | Fell] (Not. ad Cyprian. de 
Unitate Ecclefie, p. 109) rather too flrongly 
aſſerts Cyprianum citaſſe ante Hieronymi tem- 
fora. The words of Cyprian are Et hi tres 


IN unum ſunt,” 


Cyprian does quote the verſe totidem verbis (as 
far 


(r) Page 180, Bengelracy p. 763. 
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far as his words are meant to be a quotation) and 
the Biſhop's aſſertion is not too ſtrong. Cyprian's 
words are not Et hi tres IN unum ſunt, but Tt 
hi tres (s) unum ſunt,” an exact tranſcript of the 
Latin text of St. Joon. 


II.“ And in another ee Cyprian ( Epif. 
ad P. Fulianum, p. 223, Ed. Pearſon) Quæ- 
ro cujus Dei c. Cum tres unum ſunt, 7 
is certain St. Cyprian does not cite it in terms 


from the text, nor yet in both places agreeably 
to himſelf. * 5 


The Epiſtle here referred to is ad Jubaianum, not 
Julianum. In the former inſtance, which has been 
conſidered under the laſt preceding objection, C- 
prian cites the clauſe in direct terms from the text 
of St. Fohn. The latter inſtance is rather an allu- 
ſion, or a reference, than a direct quotation. 


III.“ He does not ſay in either, the Father, 
the Word, and the Holy Ghoſt : but in the for- 
mer, the Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt ; and in 
the latter, the Creator, Chriſt, and the Holy 
Ghoſt.” 


Cyprian 


(-) Pages 52, 53, 99—128. 
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Cyprian only meant to quote, directly, the con- 
cluding clauſe of the verſe, Er bi tres unum ſunt. 
And this he has literally done in the n of 
theſe examples. 


IV.“ The Montaniſtt, ſoon after this time, 
generally interpreted the Spirit, Water, and 
the Blood, in the eighth werſe, to denote, in 
their myſtical ſenſe, the Father, Son, and Holy 
Ghoſt. And if fo, it will be no hard thing to 
ſuppoſe Cyprian to do the ſame.” 


The Hereſy of Montanus began long before (not 
after) the time of Cyprian. What the Montanifs 
interpreted of the eighth verſe is of no conſe- 
quence, unleſs it could be proved that the ſeventh 
verſe did not exiſt in the times of the Montanifts. 


V. [the verſe in queſtion] fr/f ap- 

- peared to the public in Greek, in the Compluten- 

ſian Edition, upon the authority of Thomas 

Aquinas, whoſe note is printed in the margin 
of the Greek.” 


If Mr. Bowyer here meant that the Compluten- 
ſian editors firſt exhibited this verſe to the public 


in 
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in a printed Greek Teſtament, the aſſertion may 
be juſt. But the verſe in queſtion did not appear 
in the Greek of the Complutenſian Edition, upon 
the authority of Aquinas, in any reſpect; the mar- 
ginal note, here („) mentioned by Mr. Bozwyer, 
having no ſuch import, and being capable of no 
ſuch conſtruction. 


And here, Sir, I take my leave of tr. Bowyer $ 
who has indeed urged ſeveral other objections 
againſt the originality of this verſe; But they 
have been already conſidered in ſomg ports or 
parts, of the preceding pages. | 


I am, Sir, &c. 


(!) Appendix, No. xl. 
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SIR, 
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Have now replied to all thoſe objeFions, which 

it ſeemed neceſſary for me to examine in de- 
tail. And I am encouraged to hope, that (in hav- 
ing been thus enabled to detach thoſe incumbrances 
from it) the whole queſtion, as to the authenticity 
of this conteſted paſſage, may be henceforth diſ- 
cuſſed in a leſs deſultory manner. The ſubject ap- 
pears to be now compreſſed within a ſmall com- 
pals; and may therefore, as it ſeems, be quickly 
determined by a diſcerning judgement, 


: 
#; 
. 
1H 1 
: 4 
14 ö 
f 
F 


| 
1 


at 
1 
[ 
1! 
i) 
4 
j 
[ || 
| 
, 
Wh 


UpON A FULL CONSIDERATION, then, of 
the whole queſtion (ſetting aſide thoſe objections 
which have been already refuted) the only alledged 
impeachments of this verſe which claim the ſerious 
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deliberation of an unprejudiced mind, ſeem to be 
. compriſed in theſe three following particulars 
namely, 2 


I. Its not being found in thoſe parts of the 
works of many Greek, and of ſome few Latin Fa- 
thers which have deſcended to the preſent age : 


2. Its not being found (as alledged) in any of 
the Greek MSS of the Scriptures which are now 
extant: And 


3. The (ſuppoſed) injury done to the context of 
the Apoſtle, by the admiſſion of the text in quef- 


tion, | 


As to the firſt of theſe objectlons it undoubt« 
edly ſeems, on a primary view, a ſtrange circum- 
ſtance that this verſe ſhould not be found in thoſe 
parts of the works of certain ancient Chriſtian 
Fathers, which have remained to the preſent age, 
And this cireumftance appears the more peculiarly 
ſtrange, when it is conſidered that many of theſe 
Fathers wrote ppon ſubjects which ſeemed to call 
for a citation of this verſe, as the Divinity of 
Te eſus Chriſt, and of the Holy Spirit; and on that 
| | awful 
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awful ſubject which involves them both in itſelf, 
the Trinity of perſons in the Godhead. Vert 


But, in anſwer to this objection, it ought to be 
obſerved in the firſt place, that, at leaſt ſome of 
theſe Fathers, perhaps all of them, conceived the 
words of this verſe to indicate an antiy of teſtimony 
only, and not an unity of nature, in theſe three 
heavenly Witneſſes. We believe that Jerome in 
the earlier part of his life, Auguſtine and Facundus 
probably throughout the whole courſe of their lives, 
Durandus and Walafrid Strabo interpreted the verſe 
in this manner. And we know that many learned 
men have given this expoſition to it in more mo- 
dern times; for their works, particularly thoſe of 
Calvin and Beza, prove it to us. Upon this hypo- 
theſis (and it ſeems very far from being a forced, 
or an extravagant idea) every difficulty vaniſhes at 
once. "Thoſe pious Chriſtian Fathers, whoſe cita- 
tions of this verſe have fortunately ſurvived to the 


preſent age, have quoted it in afhrmation of the. 


divinity of the ſecond and third Perſons in the 
Holy Trinity ; becauſe they interpreted the verſe 
as holding forth a proof of ſuch divinity. Thoſe 
ancient Fathers, equally pious perhaps, and equally 
ſincere, whoſe private judgement reſtricted their 
interpretation of this text to an unity of teſtimony 
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alone, would not cite it in their treatiſes upon thoſe 
myſterious ſubjects: becauſe, in their apprehen- 
ſion, it did not eſtabliſh the doctrines for which 
they, with other arguments and on other grounds, 
contended. The former claſs of theſe Fathers, 
would /þcak ; becauſe they had no doubts as to 
the expoſition of the verſe, but were convinced, 
The latter would be flent ; becauſe they had their 
doubts as to its interpretation, and were perplexed. 
But had not the verſe exiſted at all in their Bibles, 
it cannot even be imagined that theſe laſt-men- 
tioned Fathers would have contented - themſelves 
with fence only. They would certainly have 
enquired of thoſe who thus quoted the verſe, 
Why do you impoſe ſuch words upon us as parts of 
Holy Writ ? They do not exiſt in our, Bibles, Shew 


to us whence they are derived! But they have 


urged no ſuch queſtions, have expreſſed no ſuch | 
doubts, at any time in any part of their writings. 


The fact, that ſome of theſe ancient Fathers 
have, and that others have not quoted this verſe 
is undoubtedly true. It is admitted by all. And 


this method of accounting for the ambiguity is at 


leaſt obvious and eaſy, as well as candid. It does 
not ſuppoſe men wilfully to betray the truth, 
which Dr. Benſon more than ſuppoſes Robert 
Stephens, 
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| Stephens, Theodore Beza, and the Complutenſian 
editors to have done It only preſumes men for- 
merly to have been, as they now are, of different 
opinions in diſputable matters. It involves itſelf 
in no painful perplexities. It offers no violence to 


the plain dictates of common ſenſe: and is there- 
fore moſt likely to be the truth. 


When this argument ſhall be Rill further extended 
to the opponents of thoſe doctrines, in ſupport of 
which this verſe hath been thus alledged, it ſeems 


to become inſuperable. Throughout the vaſt ſeries 


of one thouſand four hundred years, which inter- 
vened between the days of Praxeas and the age of 
Eraſmus, not a ſingle Author, whether Patripaſſian, 
Cerintbian, Ebionite, AR1AN, Macedonian or Sa- 
bellian, whether of the Greek or Latin, whether 
of the Eaſtern or Weſtern Church,—whether in 
Aſia, Africa, or Europe, —hath ever taxed the va- 


rious quotations of this verſe, which have been 


ſet forth in the preceding pages, with interpolation 
or forgery. Such filence ſpeaks, moſt emphatically 
ſpeaks, in favor of the verſe. Had it in any of 
theſe ages been even ſuſpected as ſuppoſitious, 
thoſe adverſaries (eſpecially the Arians) would not 
have been filent only.— They would have ex- 

claimed aloud, NEO and without ceaſing, 
They 
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They would have filled the Chriſtian world with 
their invectives againſt thoſe who quoted it. They 
would have charged them with abſolute falſehood, 


with impiety, with blaſphemy; 


Thus it ſeems that the circumſtance of this verſe 
not having been quoted by ſome ancient Fathers (as 
it has been by others) may be candidly and ſatis- 
factorily accounted for; without ſuffering any im- 
peachment to reſt upon the authenticity of the 
verſe, and without ſeeking any refuge for it in 
ſuch parts of the works of thoſe Fathers as are 
now loſt. But ſuppoſing for a moment, and for 


the ſake of argument, that no rational account 
could be given of theſe omiſſions; what would 
their weight be in the ſcale of ſound judgement ? 


All theſe omiſſions could amount only to a fort of 
negative evidence. They might perplex the mind, 


and lay it under difficulties; but they could do no 


more. If there were NO poſitive evidence, that 
other Writers of thoſe ages had quoted the verſe, 


theſe omiſſions, indeed, ought to turn the ballance 


againſt the authenticity of this text. But there 18 
uch evidence. It is ample, it 1s various, it is par- 
ticular ; and it has been particularly ſtated. Theſe 
omiſſions, therefore, cannot make what is in itſelf, 
and in its own nature only a difficulty, or a ca- 
tive 
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tive preſumption, become a poſitive proof to deſtroy 


a fact well eſtabliſhed. It is impoſſible for Writ- 


ers of this age poſitively to pronounce on what 
grounds, or for what reaſons, certain Greek or 
Latin Authors who wrote more than a thouſand 
years ago, have omitted to quote this text. This, 
however, may be ſaid, —that ſuch omiſſions are, at 
the moſt, only negative evidence, But negative 


evidence, although multiplied infinitely, will till . 


be no more than negative. And the lighteſt Po- 
itive teſtimony. (which, however, is in the preſent 
caſe not ſlight, but moſt powerful and moſt con- 
vincing) will at all times, and on all occaſions, to- 
tally overballance and deſtroy it. 


The SECOND of theſe objeQtions is, That the 
verſe in queſtion 1s not found in any of the Greek 


MSS of the Scriptures, which. are now extant, 


But to this objeCtion let it be anſwered, ; 


Firſt, that the aſſertion is not ſtrictly true. Ab- 


parent rari nantes in gurgite vaſto. The MSS of 


Dublin, and Berlin, at leaſt yet remain to juſtify 
this obſervation. | : | 


But if it ſhould be granted for the preſent, that 


the verſe in queſtion is found in none of the very 
K k few 
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few Greek MSS, which are now extant, does it 
thence follow that it was not found in many which 
formerly did exiſt, but have now periſhed ? What 
may have been an omiſſion in one MS, is no proof 
of interpolation in another. Such a concluſion, at 
all times weak in itſelf, is in the preſent caſe over- 
thrown by irreſiſtible evidence. Robert Stephens 
points to this verſe in his MSS; Theodore Beza 
confirms his teſtimony : and the (2) miſrepreſen- 
tations of Le Long, Weiflein, and Grigſbach on this 
great queſtion have been, in the preceding part 
of theſe letters, compleatly refuted. Laurentius 


Valla had ſeven Greet MSS for the uſe of his com- 


mentary. (x) Eraſmus confeſſes. one ſuch MS; 
although in truth he ought to have acknowledged 


_ eight, Walafrid Strabo direQts his readers, in al! 


caſes 


() Pages 204—263. 

(x) The remark about the divines of Louwaine, ſet forth before from 
Martin, is here omitted, as his argument about the word xy poves, 
applied to the age of the Dublin MS, had been before relinquiſhed in 
the ſecond edition of theſe Letters. They both ſtand on debateable 
ground. But Martin's conliruftion of the word xęoveg is not fo 
ridiculous as M eiſtein affects to term it. Eraſmus might have told 
him Eſt autem proprie xpovoc, quoties de genere ſeu modo ſpati- 
ove temporis agitur, veluti $8 £CVLUM, annus, menſis, dies, hora.” (Eraſ- 
in Act. Apoſt. 1: 7.) And Caſaubon, on the ſame paſſage, remarks— 
« Xgovos generaliter emne tempus dicitur.” I wiſh not to urge any 
evidence in favor of this verſe, againſt which any obje&ions may be 
brought, which can with any ſteadineſs bear the teſt of examination. 
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caſes of difficulty, to reſort to the Greek copies; 
which implies that to have been his own practice: 
and this conteſted paſſage hath always ſtood in his 
Gloſſa ordinaria, The ancient Armenian Verſion 
was rendered from the Greek MSS of the Council 
of Epheſus : and that Verſion, as it ſeems, hath 
conſtantly exhibited this diſputed text. Jerome 
declares that the Greek Ms of his times read the 
verſe; for he makes his appeal, in behalf of his 
Verlion, to the authority of the Greek text: and 
this paſſage hath always exiſted in his Verſion. 
The æregedeg contained the Epiſtles themſelves in 
the original Greek, read in the Greek Churches 
as early as (perhaps much earlier than) the fourth, 
or fifth century: and this «re5ea, has always exhi- 
bited this verſe. And Tertullian, who quotes this 
verſe in the ſecond century, appeals to the authen- 
tico Graco, the ißſæ literæ Apoftolorum, the auto- 
graphs, the very originals written by the Apoſtles 
themſelves, which were extant in his times. Above 
all the old /talic Verſion, which is believed to have 
been made in the firſt century, and was read pub- 
licly among the aſſemblies of Chriſtians for ſe- 
veral centuries afterwards, has always had this 
paſſage. Now the compilers of this very ancient 
| Verſion muſt either have ſurreptitiouſly introduced 
this verſe into their tranſlation ; or they muſt have 

K k 2 found 
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found it in the Greel Original from whence they 
tranſlated. But the former alternative ſeems im- 
poſſible to be adopted. For if it ſhall even be 
granted that this Verſion was not made until the 
ſecond century ; it. ſeems to be deciſively certain, 
from the authority of Tertullian (y) that the ori- 
ginal Epiſtles of the Apoſtles were then extant, to 
detect the daring impiety of inſerting a forged, a 
falſe text in the ſacred volumes, if any ſuch had 
been committed. But if this Verſion were exe- 
cuted in the it century, which we have every 
reaſon to believe, St. John himſelf was then alive, 
to ſtrike the bold impoſtors dead (as St. Peter (2) 
and St. John had before puniſhed Ananias and 
Sapphira) for“ agreeing together to tempt the Spirit 
of the Lord, and lying unto the Holy Ghoſt.” —The 
former alternative, therefore, being inadmiſſible, 
the latter is at once ſubſtantiated ; namely, that the 
tranſlators of the old /tal/ic Verſion found this verſe 
in the original Greek ; and therefore that this Halic 
Verſion holds the place, not of a Greek Copy only, 


but 


O) Pa. 89—98. Peter, Biſhop of Alexandria, or whoever elſe was 
the author of the Chronicon Alexandrinum in the fourth century, affirms 
(ra axpi3n GNM urort TO io fe ov tuαννννννινſ . 
that the original of St. John's Goſpel was then preſerved at Epheſus. 
See allo Ignatius to the Philadelphians, c. viii, | 

iz) Acts of the Apoſtles, v. i—11. 


but of the very autograph itſelf, the original Epiſtle 
written by the pen of St. John. 


Let it be further obſerved, on this head, that 
ſome tolerably ſatisfactory account may yet be 
given (although none can reaſonably be required) 
why ſome. of theſe ancient Greek MSS, now in 
debate, would probably (I had almoſt ſaid nece/- 
ſarily) be loſt to the preſent times. The MSS of 
Laurentius Valla ; thoſe which were ſent into Spain 
from the Vatican Library, and from the Ifle of 
Rhodes, for the uſe of the Complutenſian editors; 
the Codex Britannicus, and thoſe which were in 
the poſſeſſion of R. Stephens and Theodore Beza ; 
exiſted at a time when the Art of Printing, then 
recently invented, was beginning to extend itſelf 
to the Greek Teſtament. Eſteemed as theſe writ- 
ten Copies, or MSS, muſt be before the invention 
of Printing, the books, multiplied by that invalu- 
able art, were ſo much more compendiouſly cor- 
rected (a ſingle reviſion ſerving for a thouſand co- 
pies) were ſo much leſs expenſive, ſo much more 
ealy to be obtained, and ſo much more convenient 
for uſe, that the value, at that time, of MSS muſt 
be ſo exceedingly depreciated at once, as almoſt to 
link into nothing. All theſe early editors, when 
their MSS had ſerved the purpoſe of ſettling the 

text 
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text of their reſpective editions, would conſider 
them as defunct in ſome degree (a) and negle& 
them accordingly. This muſt be the caſe, in ge- 
neral, for a long ſeaſon after the printed copies 
began to ſpread themſelves over the Chriſtian 
world. It was not until more modern times, when 
a taſte for critical enquiries of this kind aroſe, that 
theſe MSS (or rather the remnants of them) have 
been ſo much ſought for, and ſo highly valued, 
In this interval of negle& the MSS of L. Valla, 
and of the Complutenſian Editors; the MSS which 
Eraſmus uſed as to the Apocalypſe, and his Codex 
Britannicus ; and the MSS of (6) R. Stephens ;— 
have periſhed. Had it not been for a fortunate (c) 
adventure of Eraſmus, the MS commentary of I. 
Valla had, in all probability, been utterly loſt. Had 
it not been for Mafeius, it can hardly be imagined 
that the Complexiones of Caſſiodorius would ever 
have ſeen the light. But we need not travel into 
Italy for inſtances to illuſtrate this argument. Our 
own country exhibits an example {uſhciently con- 

cluſive. 


(a) R. Stephens, and Henry his Son, ſeem to have been more careful as 
to the preſervation of their MSS. than any other editors of thoſe times. 
But they were printers by profeſſion, as well as editors. 

(5) Accident ſeems to have had its ſhare in the deſtruction of theſe 
MSS. (p. 259.) 

(c) * Foxrtg in caſſes meos incidit prazda.”—(Eraſm, epiſ. ad 


Fiſcher.) 
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cluſive. There was not a Cathedral, a Pariſh- 
Church, a Monaſtery, Nunnery or Chantry (not 
to bring private families into the account) within 
this kingdom, which may not be ſuppoſed to have 
poſſeſſed, at the æra of the invention of Printing, 
one MS copy of the Scriptures, in the Latin lan- 
guage at leaſt, And yet, where are thoſe MSS 
now ?—Out of the many THOUSANDS which then 
exiſted, it may be doubted whether there is a 
ſingle hundred which can now be produced. (4 
Let us hear, then, no more of the improbability 
of loſt MSS, or of queſtions framed on the idea 
of ſuch an improbability. If the MSS of Dublin, 
and Berlin had been annihilated ſome centuries 
ſince, and if it could be now fatisfaQtorily proved 
that there did not ſubſiſt, at this hour, a ſingle 
Greek MS which exhibited the verſe in queſtion : 
yet ſtill the teſtimonies of its former exiſtence, 
which have been already produced, would greatly 
over-ballance any preſumption which might ariſe 
from ſuch a circumſtance ; would controul, would 
ſubdue, would govern every unprejudiced mind. 


Theſe 


(d) One of Dr. MilPs MSS has been loſt ſince the beginning of 
the preſent century, And Chr. Theoph. Heyne thus ſpeaks of one of 
the MSS of Virgil. * Adſervabatur ille olim in bibliotheca Vaticana, 
in qua tamen fruſtra eam querebat Bottarius, pref, ad fragm. Vatic. 
p. v.“ [Ed. Lips, 1767, vol. 1. p. 29.) 


| 
j 
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Theſe reflections on the loſs of thoſe ancient 
Greek MSS, which contained this verſe, will de- 
rive additional ſtrength perhaps from a recollection 
of ſimilar deſtructions which have befallen other 
monuments of eccleſiaſtical, as well as profane 
learning; for which no adequate account can be 
given. If the demand be made, What is become 
of” thoſe ancient Greek MSS which contained this 


verſe; and why are they in general loft, rather than 


thoſe which did not contain it? It may, in return, 


be aſked, what is become of the loſt books of 


Livy? What of the reſt of the Hiſtory of Poly- 
bius? Why hath the whole of Claudian's Poem 
on the Gildonic War periſhed, the firſt book only 
excepted? Why of Cyri/'s commentaries on the 
four great Prophets is that on aiab alone pre- 


ſerved, while we are left to regret the want of the 


other three? Why hath Origen's confutation of 
Celſius ſurvived to our times; although the work 
itſelf is loſt which Origen ſo confuted ? Why have 


we a part only of the Chronicon of Euſebius ; and 
that ſcarcely the hundredth part, if Fo/eph Scaliger 


may be credited? Why have we Tacitus only in 
part? And why have THESE PARTICULAR MSS, 
or PARTS of all theſe MSS, been loſt, RATHER 
THAN THE OTHERS Which have come down to 


our hands? Such queſtions as theſe may be infi- 
nitely 
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nitely multiplied, whether they relate to the records 


of things ſacred or profane in general, or to thoſe, 


now loſt, Greek MSS of the New Teſtament in 
particular, which contained this verſe of St. Jobn: 


but they will prove nothing, and therefore will 


deſerve no attention. Whether theſe particular 
MSS laſt mentioned have periſhed by the ſlowly, 
yet ſurely, deſtructive efforts of Time; or by ac- 
cident, negligence, or fraud: it matters not to en- 
quire. Although © dead,” they © yet ſpeak” to us 
in thoſe faithful tranſcripts and quotations, which 
are ſtated in the preceding Letters. And their teſ- 
timony will be rejected only by prejudice ; becauſe 
it cannot be ſo rejected, but by a violation of all 
thoſe rules of reaſoning, and acting, by which 
men govern themſelves on all other occaſions. 


The THIRD, and laſt, of theſe objections is— 
the ſuppoſed injury done to the context of the Apoſtle, 
by the admiſſion of the verſe in queſtion. 


But this objection ſeems to have ſtill leſs foun- 


dation than either of thoſe which preceded it. Be- 
fore this Epiſtle was written, the two oppoſite He- 
reſies of the Cerinthians, and the Docetæ, had ariſen, 
to the great annoyance of the Chriſtian Church. 
The Docetæ denied the INCARNATION of Christ; 


1 refuſing | 
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refuſing to admit that he was ever cloathed with 
human fleſh, or ever took our nature upon him. 
The Cerinthians, on the contrary, denied his Di- 
VINITY; affirming that Y Chrift had no other 
nature than the human. Againſt ſuch errors as 
theſe it was highly needful to proteſt, and to con- 
tend for the faith once delivered to the Saints : and 
St. John alone probably then remained, of the ſa- 
cred College of Apoſtles, to undertake the work 
with the authority of an inſpired writer. In a few 
of the firſt verſes of his Goſpel he aſſerts the God- 
head of the WorD, the Almighty and Eternal 
WorD, in confutation of the errors of Cerinthus, 
* In the beginning was the Word, and the Word 
was with God, and the Word. was God. The ſame 
was in the beginning with God. All things were 
made by him; and in him was life.” And in a ſuc- 
ceeding verſe he ſtops to affirm the incarnation of 
Chrift, with a plainneſs and preciſion equally fatal 
to the oppoſite error of the Doce/z. © And the 
Word was MADE FLESH, and dwelt among us.” 
He condemns the Docete alſo in his ſecond epiſtle. 
For many deceivers are entered into the world, who 
confeſs not (e) that Jeſus Chriſt is come in the fleſh, 
This is a deceiver and an Antichriſt.” He repeats 
this 
(e) Tenæus ady, Har. lib. iii. c. 18. Tertullian, de præſeript 
Hzr. c. xxxlii. 


— 
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this condemnation in the exordium of this Epiſtle: 
« That which was from the beginning, which we 
have HEARD, which we have SEEN WITH OUR 
EYES, and our HANDS HAVE HANDLED of the 
WorD of life : declare wwe unto you,”” He con- 
founds the Cerinthians in the cloſe of it. And 
we know that the Son of God is come, and hath 
given us an underſtanding that we may know him 
that is true, and we are in him that is true, even in 
his Son Feſus Chriſt : hw is the TRUE GOD, one 
eternal life,” 


Theſe ſeparate condemnations are found united 
together, and are urged in conjunction, in that 
paſſage of this Epiſtle which is the object of this 
preſent diſquiſition, and in a few words antece- 
dent, and ſubſequent to it. The paſſage ſtands, 
literally, thus : 


- 


* This is the victory that overcometh the world; 
even our faith, Who. is he that overcometh the 
world, but he that believeth that Fejus is the Son of 


God? This is he that came by water and blood, 
even Feſus Chriſt, not by water only, but by wa- 
ter and blood. And it is the Spirit that beareth 
witneſs, becauſe the Spirit is truth. For there are 
three that bear record in Heaven; the Father, the 
Word, and the Holy Ghoſt : and theſe three are 

L 1 2 one. 
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one. And there are three that bear witneſs in 
earth ; the ſpirit, the water, and the blood : and 
theſe three agree in one. If we receive the witneſs 
of men, the witneſs of God 1s greater; for this is 
the witneſs of God, which be bath teſtified of his 


Son.” 


And theſe words may, in the ſenſe juſt ſtated, 
be thus paraphraſed. 


It is this conviction, which giveth us that 
victory which overcometh the world, which riſes 
ſuperior to its terrors, as well as to its temptations, 
even our faith that Jeſus ts the Son of, a partaker 
of the ſame nature with, Cod. But this Feſus is 
not.a partaker of the DIVINE. NATURE only ; for, 
when he came on earth, he took our HUMAN NA- 
TURE alſo upon him, as appeared by the water 
and lo which flowed from his fide, when pierced 
by the ſpear upon the Croſs. To theſe two truths, 
overthrowing both your errors, ye Cerinthians 
and ye Docete, it is the Spirit that beareth wit- 
neſs in the Scriptures, thoſe words which the 
Holy Ghoſt teacheth, becauſe the Spirit is truth. 
For thoſe Scriptures ſhew that here are three in 
Heaven, that bear record to mankind of the DIVINE 
nature of Chriſt : namely, the Father, who .de- 
clared by his own voice from Heaven, This is my 

beloved 
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beloved Son, in whom I am well pleaſed; he 
Mord [>vy&>] who continually affirmed of himſelf - 
that he was the predicted Meſſiah, that he had . 
exiſted before Abraham, that he was the true Chriſt, 
the Son of God; and the Holy Ghofl, who deſcend- 
ed, in bodily preſence like a Dove, upon his head 
at his baptiſm, and fat in cloven tongues, like as 
of fire, upon the heads of his Apoſtles after his 
reſurrection. And theſe three are one in nature, or 
at leaſt in unity of teſtimony, proving againſt you, 
ye Cerinthians, the Divinity of Jeſus Chriſt. 
And the ſame Scriptures moreover ſhew that here 
are three which bear witneſs on earth, againſt you, 
ye Docete ; and theſe three agree in one, as to the 
reality of Chriſt's taking our HUMAN nature upon 
him: namely, the ſpirit (J) or life ¶ Hiritus bu- 
manus ) 


(f) The laſt words of the firſt Martyr, St. Steplen, were Kvupie 
Inge, de gal To mvevpa ps, Which are rendered, in our Tranflation, 
as to the word Tveupua, by the ſame expreſſion, ppirit, as in this paſ- 
ſage, and in the ſame ſenſe: * Lord Jeſus, receive my ſpirit.” (Acts 
vii: 59.) 

To which the following examples may not improperly be added. 


| * He jiel ied up [the ghoſt, 
Matt. xxvil : CO—XONXE T0. TVEU [Lg f or] his vu; 
3 4 a He boxed his head, and 
John xix: 30—xKAwas Th X60%Amv, Taps= gave up [the ghoſt; 
gone r u ; 
or] his SPIRIT. 


Luke xxiii: 46—645 ug CB rag | Into thy hands I com- 
ro D fl mend my SPIRIT, 
— Viil . 55—Kai ere pete T0 TVEVLAG j And her SPIRIT Care 


CUT 7 cnn again, and ſhe aroſe, 
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manus which he breathed forth upon the crofg 
when he gave up the ghoſt; and the water and 
the blood, which flowed from his ſide (as was be- 
fore obſerved) when they looked on him whom 
they pierced. Theſe, ye Cerinthians, theſe, ye 
Dacetæ, are the teſtimonies which overthrow both 
your errors: proving Je Chriſt to have a Di- 
VINE, as well as a HUMAN nature; to be God 
as well as man. J ye receive the witneſs of Men, 
the witneſs of God is greater: for this is the wit- 
neſs of God, which be hath teſtified of his Son.“ 


If this comment and paraphraſe be juſt, the 
context of the Apoſtle is ſo far from receiving any 
injury by the retention of the verſe in queſtion ; 
that it would loſe all its genuine ſpirit, would be- 
come unapt and feeble in its application, and 
therefore could hardly be ſaid to ſubſiſt, without 


It. 


Indeed the exiſtence of the ſeventh verſe appears 
to be eſſential to the context under any interpre- 
tation whatſoever which may be annexed to this 
part of the Epiſtle of St. John. In whatever point 
of view we place theſe ſix ſucceſſive verſes, the 
expreſſions, Witneſs of God, in the ninth verſe, can 
find no due antecedent in any of them, can in- 


deed 
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deed bear no proper reference to any preceding 


paſſage of the whole chapter, ſave to the ſeventh 


verſe. (g) So that if this verſe ſhould be ex- 


punged from the Epiſtle, it ſeems that the other 


mult neceſſarily be involved in the like proſcrip- 
tion. 


In corroboration of theſe arguments drawn from 
the internal ſenſe of the paſſage, and its congruity 
with the context, let it be next obſerved that the 


terms, the expreſſions which St. John uſes in the 


eighth preſuppoſe, and in grammatical conſtruction 
demand, the precedency of the ſeventh verſe now 
in queſtion, If St. John had written the ſixth 
and eighth verſes alone (as is contended by the ad- 
verſaries of the ſeventh verſe) this part of his 
epiſtle would have ſtood thus: 


Kai 70 TVEUAG £5% TO HASTUCEY OTE TO MVEVHAR ,n a Ane. 
ori TEELG ic Os fhrceoTUBBLTES TO MVEVKAG . TO vdwp x T0 


CTY XX1 04 reti £15 TO EV ECW, 


But 


(eg) *g. Et Txy paprupiay, Argumentum a comparatis ſump- 
tum. Refertur autem hoc ad verſiculum ſeptimum.“ [| Bexa, in loc.] 
Cum enim ita ſibi utraque reſpondeat, tamque aretè junctæ ſint 
ambz inferiori contextui, ut ſeries, ubi alterutra defideretur, manca 
omnino fit atque hiulca, minime potuit”—[Yallarfius, in loc.] Heinfius. 


An oppoſite opinion is advanced (but feebly ſupported) in the C- 


mentaries and Eſſays of (or about) the year 1786. 
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But it is not poſſible to ſuppoſe that St. John, after 
his introduction of one of the witneſſes of whom 
he meant to ſpeak, Ts, in the neuter gender, and 
an immediate addition to that witneſs of two others 
vive and az (as the opponents of the ſeventh verſe 
affirm) both of them of the neuter gender likewiſe, 
would have placed, as well before as after theſe three 
neutral nouns, articles, adjectives and participles of 
the maſculine gender, eri Ol ug rug tg - and 01 retig 
eis To & cow, But when we replace the ſeventh 
verſe in its proper and precedent ſtation, the dif- 
ficulty ceaſes to ſubſiſt. The vgn o paprupourrs, and 
the ſucceeding euro ei rg; are applied with ſtrict 
grammatical propriety by St. 70 (Y) to the wit- 
neſſes of the ſeventh verſe. And, having been 
once uſed by him in that paſſage, we are prepared to 
meet a repetition of them in the following ſen- 
tence, in conformity with his uſual ſtile and mode 


of 


(h) lad torquebit Grammaticos, quomodo de ſpiritu, aqua, et ſan- 
guine dicitur tres ſunt qui, et hi [tres] unum ſunt : præſertim quum 
ſpiritus aqua et ſanguis apud Græcos ſunt neutrius generi;,” [Moſt cer- 
tainly, on the ſuppoſition that St, John wrote the ſixth and eighth 
verſes alone.] © Ferum Apoſtolus magis reſpexit ſenſum huam werba, pro 
tribus teſtibus, quaſi tribus perſonis, ſuppeſuit tres res, ſpiritum aquam tt 
fſanguinem.”” The previous admiſſion of the ſeventh verſe into the text 
of St. John converts the letter part of this argument into good ſenſe : 
which it is not without that verſe. Zraſn. in loc. Ed. Lugd. Bat. 
A. D. 1705. 
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of writing : who frequently recurs to paſt expreſ- 
ſions, and ſuddenly recalls ideas and arguments 
which ſeemed to have been before diſmiſſed, with 
a pleaſing and dignified, but ſometimes unexpected, 
reduplication. b 
If, Sir, it ſhall be further required that ſome 
probable account be given of the abſence of the 
text, now in debate, from ſome of the ancient M88 
of this Epiſtle of St. John,—1I feel no repugnance 
in believing, I ſee no abſurdity in concluding, 
that this verſe was thus, partially, loſt in ſome 
period of that interval which elapſed between the 
death of St. John in A. D. 101, and the reviſion, 
of the New Teſtament by Jerome about A. D. 
384. Whether this defalcation happened by ac- 
cident, or fraud: Whether ſome haſty and heed- 
leſs Scribe, having juſt inſerted the « papluperles of 
the ſeventh (7) verſe in his copy, ſuffered his eye 
M m in 


(i) The only objection to this argument is that ſuch erroneous 
copy would have read the eighth verſe thus: xa; Tpas &0iv 04 page 
Tvezrles &v T1 yn T0 Tvevpa—which 1s not the caſe with any Greek 
MS now extant, Bengelius, at the cloſe of his diſſertation on this paſ- 
ſage, admits that this argument alone (if cleared from this objection) 
would be decifive of the whole queſtion as to the authenticity of this 
verſe. The objection may be removed by an eaſy ſuppoſition ; which 
is, that the words ey T1 yn ſtood in the margin of that MS from 
whence this firſt erroneous copy was made, and therefore were not 

er ; attended 
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in its next glance from his tranſcript to the origi- 
nal, to fix itſelf on the ſame words, oi paglvguiles, 
which alſo occur in the eighth verſe ; and, being 
ſatisfied with the identity of the expreſſion, tra- 
velled onwards through his taſk without perceiving 
the error into which he had fallen; ox, whether, 
in the violent conteſts which aroſe within this pe- 
riod between the opponents of Arius and his 
abettors, the Arian writers purpoſely left out of 
their own tranſcripts the words which ſtood, in 
the original, between thoſe two Greek participles 
(together with the ſubſequent clauſule & 75 4n) and 
which are the very words now in diſpute, hoping 

that 


attended to by this precipitate copyiſt, It is even poſſible that the 
MS might not read the words gy Tw 8pavw in the ſeventh verſe, as 
was the caſe with ſeven MSS of R, Stephens ; which would contribute 
ſtill more to the deception of a haſty ſcribe. But this latter ſuppoſi- 
tion is not neceſſary to the argument. The former alone is ſufficient. 
And this moderate and very probable aſſumption will not only remove 
the difficulty under which Bengelius lay, but every other doubt as to 
Greek evidence: and thoſe are the only real difticulties which embar- 
raſs the preſent diſcuſſion. For from an erroneous copy like this, or 
from its tranſcripts, it is poſſible at leaſt that the Syriac and the Coptic 
Verſions of this Epiſtle might have proceeded, together with a/l the 
Greek MSS (about one hundred) which are known to have remained 
to the preſent times. 

The Appendix, No. xli. ſupplies various inſtances of omiſſions of 
this kind by haſty copyiſts. See alſo the works of Biſhop Bull, by 
Grabe, A. D. 17953, p. 138-9: and Delany's Diſcourſes, Lond. Ed. 
1766, p. 69 - 80. 
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that their copies raight in time be followed as ori- 
ginals, and divide at leaſt, if not govern, the 
Chriſtian world :—is not now very important to 
enquire, becauſe it is not poſſible to determine the 
fact with preciſion at this diſtance of time. But 
as Arianiſm, during a conſiderable part of this in- 
terval, ſat upon the throne of the Cæſars; as the 
Emperors Conſtantius and Valens, in particular, had 
their Arian Archbiſhops and Biſhops, who for a 
long time poſſeſſed the ſupreme eccleſiaſtical power, 
and baniſhed their opponents: it is perhaps not 
utterly impoſſible to conceive, that ſome of the 
warmeſt of the followers of Arius ſhould conſpire, 
at that time, to deviſe ſome ſubdolous means of ba- 
niſhing this obnoxious verſe (4) along with its 
ſupporters. Far be it, however, from the preſent 
age abſolutely to affirm that this latter was the real 
truth of the caſe. Either cauſe is equal to the 
effect; and each is at leaſt poſſible. For as one, 
lingle, miſtaken copy might, with perfe& purity 
of intention in the ſeveral ſucceſſive copyiſts, gene- 

M m 2 rate 


(%) It has been ſaid that, as the final clauſule of the ſeventh verſe 
may be interpreted into unity of teſtimony alone, the oppoſition, which 
the Socinians of this and the laſt century have given to the reception 
of this verſe, muſt not be imputed to their tenets, as Sociniant. Some 
credit might be due to this apology, if that (to them moſt diſtreſſing), 
word x did not form a part of this verſe, 
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rate all the erroneous MSS of this kind which 
have ever yet been produced: So the Arians, on 
the other hand, are not ſo free (J) from imputations 
of the oppoſite nature as to be entitled to demand, 
from an impartial Hiſtorian, a certification of their 
innocence. And when a {ſingle erroneous tran- 
{cript of this kind had been once made, whether 
through intention or inadvertence, within any 
part of the interval herein before mentioned ; it 
would certainly propagate its own errors for {ome 
time unchecked, and uncorrected, on account of 
the various and continued perſecutions of the 
Chriſtians, which prevailed through the greateſt 
part of that period ; and oftentimes prevented them 
from meeting together but by ſtealth, ante lucem, 
and in too much terror and trepidation to think, 
at ſuch meetings, of comparing their MS with 
each other. But when the rage of perſecution 
began (%) to abate, and when the different aſſem- 

blies 


( The 4rians are expreſsly accuſed of having mutilated the Serip- 
tures during this, their reign. > ( Ambroſe, De Fide, Lib. ii. C. 15, p. 
494: - And Lib. v. C. xvi, p. 586.—Alſo Epi/. Claffis 1. pa. 795.) 

And Socrates ( Hiſt. Eccl. vii, 32—and. Tripart. xii, 4.) directly 
charges them with having garbled this very Epiſtle of St. John, for 
the purpoſe of detaching, if poſſible, the Divinity of Chriſt from his 
human nature. See alſo Witfkus [Vol. iii: Exercitat. De Sermone Dio, 
pa. 113—Edit. Herbor. Nefſav. A. D. 1712.) 

(m) Theſe impediments were not compleatly removed, until the 
ſixth century; for Ari aniſin was not con pleatly ſubdued until that time, 
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blies of Chriſtians had leiſure to communicate to- 
gether, and to conſult in ſecurity their originals, 
or ſuch authentic tranſcripts thereof as held with 
them the place of originals—then the abſence of 
this verſe was diſcovered, and the omiſſions of it 
were in ſome degree rectified, Private perſons 
corrected their erroneous MSS in the moſt com- 
pendious, as well as leaſt expenſive method: 
namely, by interlining the omitted verſe in the 
text, or by adding it in the margin (2) of 
their copies of this Epiſtle. The public Bibles, 
the old /talic (and afterwards the Vulgate of 
Jerome) of the Latins, are proved—the Ver- 
ſion of the Armenians, and the argen of the 
Greeks, are believed to have needed no correction 
as to the text in queſtion, and conſequently to 
have received none. And this verſe hath ever 
ſince maintained its place in every ancient public 


Verſion 


(2) The adverſaries of this verſe have founded, on this latter cir- 
cumſtance, their idea of a marginal gloſs, or comment. Bur ſurely, 
nothing can be more affected or abſurd. When the poſſeſſor of a 
MS of this Epiſtle had ' diſcovered the omiſſion of this verſe in his 
copy, how is it to be ſuppoſed that, ke would act? He would not 
re-copy his MS, beginning with this omiſſion; for that expedient would 
be too troubleſome, or too expenſive, He muſt, of neceſſity, correct 
his erroneous MS, either by an interlineation (which however would 
be impracticable in ſome MSS) or by inſerting the omiſſion in its mar- 
gin. And this ſeems to be the true, the obvious, and the only rea- 
lon why ſome MSS have interlined, and others have exhibited i in their 
margins, this verſe of St. John. 


o 
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Verſion of this Epiſtle, whereſoever the name of 
Chriſt hath been profeſſed, except in the Syriac, 
(o) and the Coptic : both of which, however, may 
be ſuppoſed, with great probability, to have been 
framed from MS erroneous and incorrect as to 
this verſe; and moreover omit ſo many other 
verſes, as to render their omiſſion of this paſſage 
not even a matter of ſurpriſe, - 


Tus, Sir, I have travelled: through the taſk, 
which I at firſt preſcribed to myſelf, of ſtating, and 
replying to, the chief objections which have been 
urged againſt the originality of the verſe 1. Fobn 
v: 7. The undertaking hath been, occaſionally, 
rendered arduous by actual difficulties caſt in its 
way by the adverſaries of this verſe. But it hath 
been much more frequently made diſguſtful, by 
their ſophiſtical (as it ſeems) perverſions of the 
truth. The labor and activity, which were found 
requiſite to encounter the former, have borne no 
compariſon with the patience and forbearance, 
which became neceſſary to endure the latter, But 
whether originating in truth or fallacy, whether 


holding forth real or feigned perplexities, thoſe ob- 
jections 


(o) The Lalic, Esbictic, and Perfic, are no more than copies of 
theſe Verſions ; and therefore not entitled to a ſpecial enumeration in 


his plac 2. 
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jections have been (ſuch of them at leaſt as ap- 
peared deſerving of notice) all fairly ſtated, and 
fully conſidered. I have not ſuppreſſed, I have 
not ſhrunk back from, even one of them. And 
now, Sir, let me intreat you to eſtimate for me, 
for yourſelf, for the public, the real value of ſuch 
objections, when compared with the anſwers 
which they have received. Leſt, however, you 
ſhould through modeſty (our language will not 
convey the full import of the Latin word, pudor) 
decline the unpleaſing office I muſt of neceflity 
take it upon myſelf. The employment may, in 
ſome ſenſe, be aſſumed improperly ; but it ſhall 
be diſcharged impartially. 


The reſult, then, from the whole is, — that THE 
VERSE 1n queſtion SEEMS, BEYOND ALL DEGREE 
OF SERIOUS DOUBT, TO HAVE STOOD IN THIS 
EPISTLE, WHEN IT ORIGINALLY PROCEEDED 
FROM THE PEN OF ST. JOHN. In the Latin, or 
Weſtern Church, the ſuffrages of Tertullian and 
Cyprian, of Marcus Celedenſis and Phæbadius, in 
its favor, aided by the early, the ſolemn, the pub- 
lic appeal to its chore the African (þ) Bi- 

ſhops 


% The authority of Victor Vitenſu, as a hiſtorian, will not be re- 
ſiſted 
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ſhops under Huneric ; the Preface, Bible, and con- 
fſeripta fides of Ferome ; the frequent, and direct 
citations of the verſe by Eucherius, Fulgentius, Vi. 
gilius and Cafſiodorius :—theſe, ſupported as to the 
Greek, or Eaſtern Churches by the dialogue im- 
puted to Arius and Athanaſius, as well as by the 
Synop/is of this Epiſtle : by the Armenian Verſion, 
which was framed from Greek MSS ; by the very 
early, and conſtant uſe of the an:a6> in the ſame 
Greek Church (an uſage which ſeems to be dedu- 
cible even from the Apoſtles (7) themſelves) and 
by its public Confeſſion of Faith +—All theſe evi- 
dences, ariſing within the limit of the ſixth cen- 
-tury (to paſs over the immenſe accumulation of 
teſtimony which has been produced ſubſequent to 
that æra) offering themſelves to the teſt of the 
judgement, combined in one point of view, un- 


checked 


ſiſted by Mr. Gibbon, when he turns to pages 337, 342, 343, 348, 
393, and 442, of the third Volume of his own Hiſtory, 

It is remarkable that theſe African Biſhops, in their public Con- 
ſeſſion of Faith, ſtile the dilbelief of a Trinity of perſons in the God- 
head, quandam novitatem, a NEW OPINION ; and that this deſcription 
was given in A. D. 484, [Appendix, No.xxxi.] | 

) Fabricius, treating of this awogoAGy», affirms—* Epiſtolarum 
hujuſmodi lectionem non eſſe Nowatorum inventum, ſed ab Apoſtolis ipſis 
ad nos tranſmiſſam.” — And he quotes on this ſubje&, Clement. Conſtit. 
Lib. 11. Cap. 57 Jacobus in Liturgia and Juſtini Mart, Apolog. 2. 
[ Fabricius, Bibl. Græc. vol, v, Diſſ. 1. p. 36—Edit. 
Hamb. A. D. 1712.] 
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checked by 4 ſingle negation,” unrebuked by 
any poſitive contradiction, unrefiſted by any the 
ſmalleſt” direct impeachment (7) of the authenti- 
city of the verſe, throughout all the annals of all 
antiquity: ALL THESE” CYRCUMSTANCES ſeize 
the mind as it were by violence, and, compel it to 
acknowledge the verity, the original exiſtence of 
the verſe in queſtion. For although it undoubt- 
edly appears ſtrange, on a firſt eotifideration. of the 
ſubject, that leveral ancient Greek, and Latin Fa- 
thers have not quoted, or commented upon this 
verſe, in thoſe parts of their works which have 
deſcended to the preſent age; although it appears, 
on a primary view, ſtill more ſtrange, that thoſe 
numerous Greek MSS (not Latin, for a vaſt ma- 
jority of theſe have always read the verſe) which 
formerly exhibited this paſſage of St. John, ſhould 
be now in general (not totally): loſt, rather than 
thoſe few which did not contain it: Yet both theſe 
objections, when aggravated to'the utmoſt, are but 
preſumptions, amount to no more than negative 
evidence ; and they have been already, as it ſhould 

| Nn ſeem, 


[ 4 1 4 : 


„ Omiſſions of the verſe in ancient MSS, or by ancient writers, 
are neither poſitive contradidlions to, nor dire impeachments of, its au- 
thenticity, They are food for conjedure ; and no more. But conjec- 
ture has no weight whatſoever in any caſe, or under any circumſtance, 
when pat into the ballance againſt the evidence of paſitive facts. 
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ſeem, compleatly and ſatisfactorily explained and 
ayoided,—or accounted for and. defeated. And 
from whetherſoever | of the ſources, Which have 
been heretofore aſſigned, the partial occultation of 
this verſe antecedent. to the times of Jerome pro- 
ceeded, that temporary obſcuration was diſperſed 
at once, and the verſe was ſummoned forth to ſhine 
in its proper ſphere, by his Preface and Verſion; 
which are confirmed and eſtabliſhed (if they could 
be ſaid to need any confirmation. or eſtabliſhment) 
by the reviſion of Alcuinus under the direction of 
Charlemagne. And this verſe hath EVER 81NC8 
(if we may now deſcend to modern times) not 
only maintained its place in every public Ver- 
ſion, which hath been in uſe ſince the days of Je. 
rome; (s) but it hath alſo been ever ſince uni- 
formly quoted, and referred to, by individual 
Writers, of the firft eminence for learning and in- 
tegrity, in Afa, and in Africa, as well as in Eu- 
rope, without the leaſt queſtion, without the ſmalleſt 
interruption z EXCEPT the invaſion of Eraſmus, 


| which, however, was ſoon repelled, and of which 


he frequently repented and was afhamed (7) unleſs 


his own Paraphraſe on this verſe, and his Rats 
dera 


(s) The exceptions of the Syriac and the Coptic, with their tran- 
ſcripts, have already been made,. and accounted for. 
(% Pa. 273-4 N 
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vere Theologie, be the compleateſt pieces of literary 
hypocrify now fubſiſting ;—and except the af- 
ſaults of ſome more modern objeQors, which ne- 
vertheleſs, it is hoped and truſted, have been re- 
pulſed in the preceding Difſertation, in a manner 
{although unequal to the ſubject yet) ſufficiently 
adequate to the ſerious conviction of en unpre- 
judiced enquirer after truth. 


I beg leave to cloſe theſe reflections with a quo- 
tation from a work, which, by its peculiar felicity 
in combining metaphy fical learning with the Serip- 
tural ſcheme of Revelation, has ennobled the one, 
whilſt it has illuſtrated the other; (2) which ad- 
moniſhes, That in queſtions of difficulty, or ſuch 
as are thought fo, where more ſatisfafory evidence 
cannot be had, or is not ſeen; if the reſult of exa- 
mination be, that there appears upon the whole, any, 
the loweſt, preſumption on one fide, and none on the 
other, or a greater preſumption on one ſide, although 
in the loweſt degree greater; this determines the queſ= 
tion EVEN IN MATTERS OF SPECULATION : and 
in matters of practice, will lay us under an abſolute 
and formal obligation, in point of prudence and of 
intereſt, to act upon that preſumption, or low proba- 

"1 2 ' bility, 


(=) Batler's Analogy, Introduction, ad init. 
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bility, although it be ſo low, as to leave the mind in 
very great doubt which is the truth.” At the ſame 
time, however, I do not mean to ſeek any ſhelter 
for the authenticity of this verſe under-the ſtrict 
terms of this quotation, but will venture to claim 
a much higher protection for it than the literal ex- 
preſſions of the quotation will ſupport ; by affirm- 
ing that the reſult of examination in the preſent 
diſquiſition is, that a VERY STRONG POSITIVE 
PROOF appears on one fide, and nothing but a 
very low preſumption on the other; and there- 
fore, that the queſtion is determined, even when 
viewed as a MATTER OF SPECULATION. But 
when conſidered as a MATTER OF PRACTICE 
(and ſurely there is no [ſpeculation as to the 
nature of the Deity, which will not, in ſome de- 
gree at leaſt, influence our practice) we ſhall find 
ourſelves laid under an ABSOLUTE AND FORMAL 
OBLIGATION, IN POINT OF PRUDENCE AND Of 
INTEREST, to act upon ſuch a ſpeculation : and 
the more emphatically ſo, becauſe the evidence in 
the preſent caſe does not appear to be 80 LOW, 
AS TO LEAVE THE MIND IN ANY (reaſonable) 
DOUBT, WHICH is THE TRUTH. 


Having now, Sir, diſcuſſed the general queſtion 
as to the originality of this verſe, I ſhould beg to 
take 
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take my leave of you, did it not ſeem, in ſome 
reſpects, requiſite that this intercourſe ſhould be 
continued yet a few moments longer, 


And firſt, let me ſubmit to your conſideration a 
few remarks on the general deſign of your ſeveral 
publications, as far as they diſcloſe it to your read- 
ers. But as this is not the direct object of this 
Diſſertation, — I will be brief, yet plain. 


You have, Sir, throughout the whole of your 
publications, ſeemed to ſnatch with avidity, at 
every occaſion, apt or unapt, of leſſening the power 
of Chriſtianity over the human mind. You have 
not, indeed, attempted to produce this effe& by 
open impeachments of the external evidences of 
its truth (for thoſe would have been ſpeedily con- 
futed) or by direct charges againſt the internal pu- 
rity of its doctrines (for thoſe would have con- 
futed themſelves) : but you have endeavoured to 
effectuate your purpoſe by indirect machinations. 
You have, artfully enough, ſuggeſted ambiguous 
inſinuations, where you durſt not hazard a poſitive 
accuſation. You have labored to raiſe a ſneer, 
where you durſt not riſk an argument. When 
ſuch paſſages, as theſe, occur to your readers 


« Rome 
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Nome ſubmitted to the Yoke of the Gof- 
ped") 


Some dfrocates would diſgrace Chriſtianity, 
if Chri Mianity could be 4 werf * ( 


Apollonius, of 7 yana, was born about the ſame 
time as Jeſur Cbriſt. His life (that of the former) 
is related in ſo fabulous a manner by his fanatic 
Diſciples, that we are at a loſs to diſcover whether 
he was a Sage, or an Impoſtor.” wry 


If 1 had deſigned to . the Jewiſh 
_ Antiquities, reaſon, as well as faith, muſt have di- 
reed my enquiries to the ſacred Books, which, 
even as human productions, would deſerve to be 
ſtudied as one” (I cannot help Mr. Gibbon's 
bad Ergl/h) of the moſt curious, and —_— 
Monuments of the Eaſt.” ()) 


This 


(v) Hiſtory, vol. ii, p. 77. 

(w) Vindication, ad init. 

(x) The regular . of this ſentence beſpeaks deſign. * Mals 
Jai d'abord vu qu' il en vouloit. 4 Jeſus Chriſt, ſous le charactere 
de Mahomet.” ¶ Lord Cheſterfield to Crebillon, reſpecting Yoltairs's Tra- 
gedy of Mabemer: ] 

(3) Vindication, p. 29. | 

The Parentheſis, in this quotation, will find its precedent in Mr. 
Gibbon's Vindication, 
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* This probibitory Law“ (viz. of Theodoſtus, 
when he aboliſhed the ſanguinary, as well as idola- 
trous worſhip of the -Greek and Roman pagans) 
* was expreſſed in the moſt abſolute, and compre- 
henſive terms. It is our will and pleaſure (ſays the 
Emperor) that none of our ſubjetts Hall preſume, in 
any city, or in any place, io worſhip an inanimate 
Idol by the ſacrifice of a guitleſs Viitim. The A 
of ſacrificing, and the practice of divination by the 
entrails M the Victim, are declared High Treaſon 
againſt the State. The rites of Pagan ſuperſtition, 
which might ſeem leſs bloody and atrocious, are 
aboliſhed, as highly injurious to the truth, and ho- 
nor of religion; and the HARMLESS CLAIMS of 
the domeſtic Genius, of the houſehold Gods, are 
included in this rigorous proſcription. Such was 
the perſecuting Spirit of the laws of Theadofeus, 
which were repeatedly enforced, by his Sons, and 
Grandſons, with the loud and unanimous 2 
of the Chriſtian world.” (z) 


an Neither the violence of Antiochus, nor the 
arts of Herod, nor the example of the circumja- 
cent nations, could ever perſuade the Jews to aſ- 


ſociate, 


(2) Hiſt. Vol. iii. p. £9. 


464 LETTER v. 


ſociate with the inflitutions of Mo yer, d the elegant 
Mythology of the Greeks,” 1 0 


When ſuch palſage⸗ as theſe. occur to your read- 
ers, the interpretation, which was moſt intended, 
although leaſt expreſſed, cannot lie hid even un 
the dulleſt e 5 0 ä 


L 


anne 

But, Sir, paſſing over other enquiries, Why are 
you not conſiſtent with yourſelf ? After having in 
in the former part of theſe extracts, thus endea- 
voured, however vainly, to overturn" the Syſtem 
of Revelation by ridicule, by indecent ſarcaſms le- 
velled at it and its divine Author; after having 
thus attempted, however feebly, to ſupport the 
cauſe of Deiſm hy do you, in the latter part 
of them, at once carry over your faithleſs colors 
to the Hoſts of Heatheniſm, and Idolatry? What 
was the principal inſtitution of Moſes (if you ſhould 
be reſolved to attribute thoſe inſtitutions to M 
alone) upon which all the reſt depended ? It was 
Hear, O Iſrael, the Lord thy God is one God. 
T hou ſhalt have none other Gods but Him. Him only 
ſhalt thou worſhip, and Him only ſhalt thou ſerve.” 
But what was the elegant Mythology of the 
Greeks? It was—Gods many, and Lords many. 
And 


(a) Hiſtory, C. xv. p. 451. 
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And do you then; Sir, really wiſh to 0 the 
Jeu, becauſe they would not aſſociate with the 
worſhip of the God of Abrabam, of the great I 
AM, © Him, beſide whom there is no God ; the 
Lord, who is God in Heaven above, and in the earth 
beneath,---and there is none elſe; the Lord, who 
prepared the light, and the ſun,—who ſet all the 
borders of the earth, who made ſummer and winter ; 
before whom the nations are as the drop of a bucket, 
and are counted as the ſmall duſt of the ballance ; 
who holdeth the ſea in the palm of®*bis hand, and 
taketh»up the iſles as a very little thing Do you 
ſeriouſly” condemn the Jett, becauſe they would 
not, in the days of Antiochus and Herod (for be- 
fore that time they had but too often, and too 
fatally tried the experiment) defile the adoration of 
this ſole God of the Univerſe with the worſhip of 
the adulterous, and inceſtuous - Jupiter, the paſ- 
ſionate, and revengeful uno, Venus the ſtrumpet, 
and Mercury the pickpocket? I forbear to pur- 
ſue you through the inferior Godlings, the Pan and 
Priapus, the (b) Laverna and Cloacina, of this 
clegant Mythology. Nothing exhibits human rea- 
ſon in a more humiliating light (e) than to take a 


O o view 
(5) « Pulchra Laverna 
« Da mihi fallere.“ Hos. 


© Ab ipſo exordiar Homero veſtro---qui divinam majeſtatem hu- 
mana 
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view of its mythological Reveries, when unaided 
by divine Revelation. If the moſt inventive mind 
ſhould ftudy for abſurdity, what could it deviſe 
more ludicrous on the one hand, or more abomi- 
nable on the other, than the worſhip of Calves and 
Serpents, —Monkies, and Onions? It may be 
granted that part, at leaſt, of theſe ADorABLE 
EXISTENCES belong properly to the elegant My- 
thology of the Egyptians. But are the Serpents, 
and the Monkies of the Borderers upon the Nile, 
more prepoſt&ous, as objects of worſhip, than 
Gods and Goddeſſes (d) in Hell than Dig. Godl, 
 Horfſe-Gods, Fiſh-Gods, and Gbat- God? M yet 
this hideous hoſt, this beaſtly herd, this contemp- 
tible (e) © crerw, debaſed with every human weak- 
neſs, and polluted with every#human vice,” are in 
your opinion, it ſeems, fit compeers, as objects of 
worſhip, with the ſelf-exiſtent, omnipotent and 
eternal God: and the cus are, as you inform us, 


_ guilty 


mana conditione tractavit, eaſibus et paſſionibus humanis deos imbuens, 
qui de illis favore diverſis gladiatoria quodammodo paria commiſit, 
.Yenerem ſauciat ſagitta humana, Martem tredecim menſibus in vinculis 
detinet fortaſſe periturum, eadem Jovem pene perpeſſum a c#litum 
plebe traducit, aut lacrymas ejus ſuper Sarpedonem excutit, aut Juxuri- 
antem cum Junone fædiſſime inducit, commendato libidinis deſiderio 
per commemorationem amicarum.” [Tertull. ad Nationes, Lib. i.] 

(% Pluto, Proſerpine, Cerberus, Pegaſus, Triton, Fa, and the Sa- 
yrs &e. 

(e) Sermons by the preſent Biſhop of London, Ed. the 6th. 
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guilty of inexcuſable obſtinacy, in refuſing to place 
on the throne of Heaven, this elegant M Babel 
and to _ to BOTH a like adoration ! 


This then, ain it Fn ha your ſyſtem (if any 
thing ſo mutable, now Deiſtical now Pagan, can 
merit the name of a ſyſtem) of Theology. And 
your plan of morality is the amiable offspring (7) 
of ſo engaging a parent. It expoles itſelf to your 
readers occaſionally, and as it were in momentary 
glances, in the preceding parts of your Hiſtory ; | 
but it ſeems to look out at full upon them in the 
following paſſage. (g) 


The Siſter of Valentinian was educated in the 
Palace at Ravenna ; and as her marriage might be 
productive of ſome danger to the State, ſhe was 
raiſed, by the title of Auguſta, above the hopes 
of the moſt preſumptuous ſubjeck. But the fair 
Honoria had no ſooner attained the ſixteenth year 
of her age, than ſhe deteſted the importunate 
greatneſs, which muſt forever (þ) exclude her 

G. | from 


1 

(f) O Matre pulchra Filia pulchrior ! Hos. 

(2) Hiſtory, Vol. iii. pa. 404. 

(5) Why forever] She was only raiſed, by the title of Augufa, 
above the © honorable love” of ſubjects. Foreign Princes of any 
country might (as indeed Attila afterwards did) aſk her in marriage. 
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from the comforts of honorable love: in the midſt 
of vain and unſatisfactory pomp, Honoria ſighed, 
yielded to the impulſe of nature, and threw her- 
ſelf into the arms of her Chamberlain, Eugenius. 
Her guilt, and ſhame (ſuch is the abſurd language 
of imperious man) were ſoon betrayed by the ap- 
pearances of pregnancy : but the diſgrace of the 
royal family was publiſhed to the world by the im- 
prudence of the Empreſs Placidia; who diſmiſſed 
her daughter, after a ſtrict, and ſhameful confine- 
ment, to a remote exile at Conſtantinople.” = 
To the conduct of Honoria, then, in thus fore- 
going every conſideration that was due to her rank 
and ſtation ; in thus betraying her own perſonal 
honor, and, at ſo early an age, breaking through 
all the baſhful reſtraints of virgin modeſty; in 
thus equally diſregarding the laws of God and 
man, and proſtituting herſelf to one of her do- 
meſtics, merely becauſe the dignity of her title 
(the only poor apology held out for her) placed 

her above the ſubjects of her Brother, the Empe- 
ror : to ſuch a conduct neither guilt, nor ſhame is, 
in your opinion, to be imputed ; for ſuch impu- 
tation, in ſuch a caſe, you affirm to be ab/urd lan- 
guage. It is even proper, in your judgement, that 
other Honorias of diſtinguiſhed birth and high 
race, 
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race, of the preſent and future ages, ſhould be in- 
ſtructed to act, or at leaſt - to reaſon, in this man- 
ner : for, if they ſhould become your readers, they 
are here told, that to apply the expreſſions of guilt 
and ſhame to ſuch a conduct, would be only the 
abſurd language of imperious MAN. It is, it ſeems, 


a ſufficient juſtification for thoſe preſent, or future 


Honorias, when they have thus played the ſtrumpet 
with (pardon, Sir, the inadvertency “ when they 
have thus yielded to the impulſe of nature, and thrown 
themſelves into the arms f) their Footmen, or their 
Chamberlains, to ſay, that they were in their fix- 
teenth year, and that they /ighed.-—And the indig- 
nation, and affliction of a Royal parent, anxious 
to interrupt ſo offenſive a commerce, by ſeparating 
her daughter from the object of her libidinous, and 


criminal attachment, —ought, it ſeems, to be re- 


probated as a ftrit and ſhameful confinement, end- 
ing in a remote exile ! Surely, Sir, the honeſt bluſh 
of ingenuous ſhame hath long ſince forſaken your 
cheek. Are theſe the grave inſtructions of the 
hiſtoric matron, combining truth with majeſty ; or 
are they the meretricious artifices of an abandoned 
Procureſs, pleading, in her choiceſt terms, the 
cauſe of proſtitution ? I intreat your aid, Sir, to 
aſſiſt me in ſolving the difficulties which you have 
thus thrown around me. If left to my own guid- 

ance, 


— —_— Ca —-— — 
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ance, I'can find but one way of extricating my. 
ſelf from them: which is—to ſuppoſe that, in Mr. 
Gibbon, the School-boy is not yet loſt in the Man; 
that, although when he was a child, it was allow- 
able for him (even by the ſuffrage of an Apoſtle) 
to think as a child, and to ſpeak as a child, yet that 
when he became a man, he could not put away 
childiſh things, but even now underſtands as a child, 
and believes in the ſenſeleſs, and idolatrous Poly- 
theiſm of the ancients. In this point of view, Mr. 
Gibbon is, indeed, entitled to claim one merit, that 
of being conſiſtent with himſelf, -Beyond all 
doubt, a writer teaches ſuch morals as theſe with 
the moſt perfect conſiſtency, who announces his 
partiality for a Theology, which repreſents them 
as the practice of its Deities ; who ſopenly declares, 
that the claims of ſome of theſe Deities are harm- 
leſs at leaſt (although they are claims of «divinity in 
themſelves, and of worſbip from men) and who 
ſeems to lament, in terms not very ambiguous or 
obſcure, that the elegant mythology, which contains 
them, is no longer the eſtabliſhed religion of the 
world ! 


If, Sir, this delineation, the outlines of which 
have been ſketched by your own hand, be a uſt 
repreſentation of your mind, your Creed is already 
known: 


. 
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known : and the preſent age may, future ages moſt 
certainly will, be at no loſs to form their judgment 


of you accordingly. If it be not Juſt, if either 


your own text, or my comment have wronged 


you, do juſtice to yourſelf. Lou have the re- 


medy in your own power. Favor the public with 
your ſyſtems of Theology and Morals, Delineate 
them at full length. Deſcribe them at large; Stand 
forth in the open field. The world is weary of 
ſceing you fight ſo long in ambuſh. Walk no 
more forth with your ſtiletto in the twilight. Seek 
your adverſary honorably, with your naked ſword, 
in the face of day. Aſpire to the credit of Toland 
and Tindal,—of Chubb and Morgan, —of Vanini and 
Spinoza, by a direct attempt to break this yoke of 
the Goſpel. Take to yourſelf the honors of Rou/- 


ſcau at leaſt, and give us the Creed of YouR Sa- 
voyard Curate alſo. Aſſume the diſtinction of 
Voltaire, and favor us with YOUR Dictionnaire Phi- 
loſophique Portatif. Diſtinguiſh the grounds of 
your oppoſition to Chriſtianity with plainneſs and 
perſpicuity. Leave your readers no longer at li- 
berty to confound, in you, modern Deiſm with 
ancient Polytheiſm, or either of them with Athe- 
iſm. If any of theſe Baals be God with you,— 
tell us which of them you worſhip. Your friends 
expect from you ſome plan of unbelief, which 


may 
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may at leaſt appear to be tolerably regular and con- 
ſiſtent, or they will ſoon deſpair (i) of being able 
in any degree, to enter upon your defence. The 
impartial public demand it from you; or the per- 
ſuaſion, already entertained by many, will ſoon be- 
come univerſal, that you conceived a certain modi- 
cum of infidelity, no matter how prepared, to be ne- 
ceſſary to give faſhion to a work, pompous yet not 
ſubſtantial, — ſpecious yet not ſatisfactory, —labored 
yet not accurate. And Chriſtianity calls (you to 
the teſt, dares you to the onſet; it being her ſu- 
preme wiſh, her only prayer, where ſhe hath any 
enemies, that ſhe may, like the Grecian Warrior 
ſo well deſcribed by the Grecian Bard, be per- 
mitted to confront her adverfaries in open day. 

| She 


i) One of the moſt (perhaps be moſt) truly reſpectable of them 
ſeems already to have loſt the very hope of your defence, in deſpair. 
Think not my verſe means blindly to engage 
In raſh defence of thy proſaner page 
Though keen her ſpirit, her attachment fond, 
Baſe ſervice cannot ſuit with Friendſhip's bond; 
Too firm from duty's ſacred path to turn, 
She breathes an honeſt ſigh of deep concern, 
And pities Genius, when his wild carcer 
Gives faith a wound, or innocence a tcar. 
Humility herſelf, divinely mild, 
Sublime Religion's meek and modeſt child, 
Like the dumb ſon of Creſus, in the ſtrife, 
When force affailed his Father's ſacred life, 
Breaks ſilence, and, with filial duty warm, 
Bids thee revere his Parent's hallow'd form. 
HavLEy's Eſſay on Hiſtory, Epiſt. iii. ad f nm. 
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She challenges your ſtricteſt ſcrutiny.” She loveth 
not darkneſs rather than light, becauſe her deeds are 
evil ; ſhe hateth not the light, left her works ſhould 
be reproved : but ſhe doeth the truth, and therefore 
wiſheth to come to the light, that her deeds may be 
made manifeſt that they are wrought in God | ( 


But, Sir, your Hiſtory, in general, is not my 
principal concern. I leave that ſubject to the im- 
partial tribunal of future times, which will do it 
ample juſtice. A particular part, only, of your 
work is my proper object. Let me then ceaſe 
from purſuing this digreſſion any longer. Let me 
return for a few moments to my original deſign, 
and then conclude this long, perhaps to you tedi- 
ous, addreſs, 


In addition to the Note (J) which has cauſed 
you the trouble of theſe letters, you declare, in the 
body of the correſpondent pages and in their Notes, 
with Dr. Benſon, that this text, which afſerts the 
unity of the three in Heaven, is condemned by the 
univerſal ſilence of the orthodox fathers, ancient 
verſions, and ancient MSS ; and that the two MSS, 
of Dublin and Berlin, are unworthy to form an 

P p exception. 


(% Job iii: 19—21. 
0%) Vol. iii. p. 545. 
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exception.” You then refer to Mr. Emlyn's works, 
and inſinuate rather than affirm (for your expref- 
ſions are conſtrained and obſcure) that this text 
owes its preſent exiſtence to an allegorical inter. 
pretation, in the form perhaps of a marginal Nite, 
invading the text of the Latin Bibles, which were 
renewed and corrected in a dark period of ten centu- 
turies. You affirm, with Sir aac Newton, that 
this verſe was firſt alledged by the Catholic Biſhops, 
whom Huneric ſummoned to the conference of Car- 
thage. And from your own treaſures you pro- 
duce a confident aſſertion, that Gennadins, Patriarch 
of Conſtantinople, was ſo much amazed at the ex- 
traordinary compoſition (the Creed of Athanaſius, 
commonly ſo called) that he frankly pronounced it 
to be the work of a drunken man : in ſupport of 
which remark you refer to the Degmata T, heologica 
of Petavius. 


Theſe, Sir, are your aſſertions. And it ſeems 
that they ought not to paſs without ſome (but they 
ſhall be brief) animadverſions. 


In the firſt place, then, let it be obſerved, that by 
having thus adopted the objections juſt ſtated, you 
are now become reſponſible for them as your own. 


If this adoption were, ori iginally, no more than the 
reſult 


ST FS FF Je 
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reſult of a curſory and imperfect examination of 


the ſubject, and if any part of the preceding let- 
ters (in which, I truſt, thoſe objections have been 
proved to be in general falſe, and univerſally in- 
concluſive) ſhall have been fortunate enough to con- 
vince you of your error ; you will without doubt, 
as the beſt reparation in your power, haſten to ef- 
face the ſtigma with which you have endeavoured 
to brand this text, by cancelling thoſe pages which 
contain it. Such a proceeding would do juſtice to 
the text, and honor to yourſelf, But if upon a 


patient, and attentive review of the ſubject you 


ſhall ſee no reaſon to reverſe your former ſentence, 
ſhall ſtill pronounce the verſe in queſtion to be 
ſpurious z—it will be highly incumbent upon you 
to demonſtrate to the world the incompetency of 
the facts ſtated, and the inſufficiency of the argu» 
ments urged in the preceding letters in ſupport of 
its authenticity. Attempt this confutation, then, 
without delay. Silence will be a proof of con- 
ſcious impotence. And attempt it with candor and 
ſeriouſneſs. Tinſelled phraſes and empty ſarcaſms 
will have no effect, but to double the load which 
now lies heavy upon you. I preſs not, however, 
this caution through private, or perſonal conſider- 
ations. It is a matter of no ſmall indifference to 
the Writer of theſe pages, whether (to uſe your 

Pp 2 own 
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own language) you ſalute him (m) with gentle 
courteſy, or flern defiance. Your facts, if you ſhall 
produce any to explain the queſtion, ſhall be re- 
ceived with complacence. Your arguments, if 
you ſhall urge any to illuminate the ſubject, ſhall 
be weighed with candor and coolneſs. But your 
cavils, if you ſhall practiſe any, ſhall be checked 
with ſteadineſs; and your inſolence, if you ſhall 
affect any, ſhall be repelled with diſdain. 


Let me in the next place, Sir, but ſtill more 
briefly, remark on theſe extracts, that they convey 
no very favorable idea of your impartiality as a 
Hiſtorian. You have in them brought forward 
Mr. Emlyn on the ſubje& of this verſe, becauſe he 
is your fellow-advocate. And you have conſigned 
even the name of Mr. Martin, his reſpectable an- 
tagoniſt, to deep filence—no friendly Note 10 tell 
where his work lies—becauſe his opinions were di- 
realy adverſe to yours, and becauſe he has over- 
thrown many of Emlyn's miſrepreſentations. But, 
Sir, is this the part of an impartial Hiſtorian ? To 
ſtate authorities, and ro urge arguments, on one /ide 
of a queſtion alone, is but barely tolerable in a 
hired advocate. A Hiſtorian who acts in this 


(n) Vindication— Edit. A. D. 1779. 
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manner i but his deſcription will be beſt given 
in your own words. Whatever ſubject he bas 
choſen, whatever perſons he introduces, he owes to 
himſelf, to the preſent age, and to poſterity, a juſf 
and perfect delineation of all that may be praiſed, 
of all that may be excuſed, and of all that muſt be 
cenſured. If he fails in the diſcharge of his im- 
portant office, he partially VIOLATES THE SACRED 
OBLIGATIONS OF TRUTH.” (2) 


But, Sir, this is not all. Let me in the third, 
and laſt place remark, that the extracts in queſtion 
ſupply the moſt palpable proof of your partiality 
and prejudice, in reſpect to the great queſtion of 
the authenticity of this verſe of St. ohn. They 
ſhew you to be capable even of forging authorities 
in a matter which bears no more than a collateral, 
or rather an implied relation to it. You have wil- 
fully (for your reference is too exact to allow you 
ſhelter under any ſuppoſed inadvertence) miſre- 
preſented both Petavius and Gennadius, in the laſt 
of thoſe extracts. Your own words have been 


already ſet forth. The words of Petavius may be 
thus tranſlated. 


* Ir is certain that the Creed, which paſſes under 
the 


l) Vindication=Edit, 1779, p. 139. 
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the name of Athanaſius, was not only read, but 
had in great authority, by the Greek as well as by 
the Latin Church. In this Creed are theſe expreſ- 
fions, as is known to all : The Holy Ghoft is of the 
Father, and of the Son, neither made, nor created, 
nor begotten, but proceeding. Which plain and 
weighty teſtimony was ſo offenſive to the Greeks, 
that they carried up their frantic and fooliſh rage 
even to Athanaſius himſelf ; which Gennadius re- 
lates and laments. They fear not (ſays he) to affirm 
that Athanaſius was a drunkard, and that he was 
drunk when he wrote this paſſage: a SENSELESS 
and RIDICULOUS CALUMNY, which merits ſilent 
contempt rather than a ſerious confutation.” (o) 


May 


(o) „ Symbolum dico quod vulgo Athanaſii dicitur - Certè ſub 
Atbanaſii nomine, non modo ab noſtris, ſed a Græcis etiam et legitur, 
et in magnam auctoritatem aſſumitur. Eſt autem in eo ita ſcriptum, 
quod ignorat nemo: Spiritus ſandtus @ Patre, et Filio, non fadlus, nec 
creatus, nec genitus, ſed procedens. Quod tam grave ac diſertum teſti- 
monium Greculos ſic offendit, ut in Athanafrum ipſum ſtolide debac- 
chati fint : QUoD REFERT ac DEPLORAT Gennadius, Non werentur, 
inquit, dicere ſandum Athanaſium ebrioſum fuiſſe, et cum iſta ſeriberet vino 
Plenum. STULTAa et inepta calumnia, riſque potius et contemptu quam 
ſeria expoſtulatione digna.“ 

[Petav. Dogm. Theol. vol. ii. lib. vii. c. 8. p. 687-] 

For the words of Gennadius himſelf, to which Petavius here refers, 
ſee Appendix No. xli. 
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May it not be ſuſpected, Sir, from this quota- 
tion, that, by fondly ſtudying Dr. Benſon, you 
have imbibed no ſmall portion of his ſpirit ? You. 
have, in your Hiſtory, confidently placed this a 
ſertion, as to the expreſſions of Gennadius, among 
certain truths which you athrm to be now univer- 
ſally acknowledged. Let me beſeech you to com- 
pare the real expreſſions of Gennadius with your 
own account. of them, and then to inform the 
world, whether you mean to repeat the aſlertion. 
Is it not practicable for you to utter truth, even 
whilſt you have its ſacred name in your mouth? 
Surely, Sir, © this ſeemeth to argue a bad cauſe, 
or a bad conſcience, or (þ) both.” Is there any 
phyſical, or moral impoſſibility for thoſe who deny 
the authenticity of this verſe to quote fairly, to 
argue candidly, and to ſpeak truly? Us there any 
reaſon in nature for ſuch hard hearts? Thoſe 
reaſons, ſuch as they are, can only be found (but 
they may be there plentifully found) in pride and 
prejudice, If a falſe tenet, or opinion is to be de- 
fended at all events, to what auxiliaries muſt it 
look for aſſiſtance? Not to truth ;-—for ſhe is all 
fair and artleſs, uniform and. conſiſtent, ſimple and 
ſincere. It muſt ſeek the treacherous aid of cavils 


and 


(p) The Tranſlators' Preface to the Bible of James 1 :—a per- 
formance which ſcems not to be ſo generally known as it deſerves. 
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and equivocations ; it muſt practiſe the foul (% 
arts of ſophiſtry and deceit, of ſimulation and dif. 
ſimulation: by ſelecting a part only, and ſtating 
them as the whole of an Author's words, by af. 
cribing to him expreſſions which he never uttered, 
and meanings which he never meant; by ſup- 
preſſing what is known to be true, and by inſinu- 
ating, if not aſſerting, what is known to be falſe. 
This deſcription ſeems to apply with all its energy 
to Dr. Benſon. It is very far, Sir, from being 
inapplicable to yourſelf, | 


In rIxz— The defence of this text of the three 
(heavenly) Witneſſes, which you affirm to have 
been profanely introduced into the ſcriptures by 
ra/ſb and facrilegions hands, hath been thus at- 
tempted with, at leaſt, upright intentions, and a 
ſerious perſuaſion of its originality, the reſult of 
much patient, and, as I believe, impartial inveſti- 
gation. This defence, fixing its foundation upon 
the impeachments alledged againſt the text in a 
part of your hiſtory, hath, almoſt neceſſarily, pro- 
duced a counter-charge againſt yourſelf, This 
general defence on the one hand, and this particu- 
lar accuſation on the other, are now both laid be- 

fore 


2 Rien n'e/i beau gue li rai, le vrai ſeul oft aimable, BOLLEAV» 


N 
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fore the tribunal of an impartial and diſcerning 
Public. You are called upon to traverſe or to ac- 
knowledge—to reſiſt, or to ſubmit, If you refuſe 
to plead, the charge will be taken as confeſſed. 
And the definitive judgement may in ſuch a caſe, 
perhaps with no very great impropriety, be framed 
out of ſome part, at leaſt, of theſe your own (7) 
words— | 


* If am indeed incapable of underſtanding what 
I read, I can no longer claim a place among thoſe 
Writers who merit the eſteem, and the confidence of 
the Public. If am capable of wilfully perverting 
what I underſtand, I u longer deſerve to live in the 


faciety of thoſe men, who conſider a ſtrif and invio- 
lable adherence to TRUTH, as the foundation of every 


thing that is virtuous or honorable in human 
nature.” 


I am, Sir, &c. 


Qq 


(r) Gibbor's Vindication— Edit. A. D. 1779, p. 7. 
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1/ ERUNTAMEN, ne quid diſſimulem, repertus eſt | 

apud Anglos Gracus codex unus, in quo habetur 
quod in vulgatis deeſt. Scriptum eſt enim hunc ad 
modum, Ori reg £40 04 jazpTupouvres £ Tw Bpave Tarn, 
Aoyos, x Vu] xa our: 04 Tig &v fic, Kai pte 
2 fhaaprupourres & Ty yn, tha, ve, xa ana £4 T1 
rue r avlgwruo &c,—Quanquam haud ſcio an 
caſu factum fit, ut hoc loco non repetatur quad gt in 
Græcis no/tris ua 0 Tprc big To &v ki Ex hoc igitur 
codice Britannico repoſuimus quod in noſtris dicebatur 
deeſſe: ne cui ſit cauſa calumniandi. Quanquam & 
nunc ſuſpicor ad Latinorum codices fuiſſe caſtigatum. 


(ERAsuI Op. Ed. Lugd. Batav. A. D. 1706, 
Vol. X. p. 353.) 


Ne. 


Robertus Stephanus Typographus Regius Sacrarum litera- 
rum ſtudigſis S. 


Superioribus diebus Chriſtiane lectox, Novum Domini 
noſtri Jeſu Chriſti Teſtamentum, qua, dictante Spiritu 
lancto, ſcriptum fuit lingua, cum vetuſtiſſimis ſedecim 
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ſcriptis exemplaribus quanta maxima potuimus cura et 
diligentia collatum, minore forma minutioribuſque Re. 
giis characteribus tibi exeudimus. Idem nunc, iterum 
et tertio cum iiſdem collatum, majoribus vero etiam 
Regiis typis excuſum tibi offerimus: iis præfixis, (ne- 
quid deſyderes) inſertiſve, aut in calce poſitis, quæ 
uſquam in ſcriptis aut excuſis leguntur codicibus; quæ 
omnia, auguſta alterius forma capere non potuerat. Ad 
hec, in margine interiori varias codicum lectiones ad- 
didimus : quarum unicuique, numeri Græci nota ſub. 
juncta eſt, quæ nomen exemplaris, unde ſumpta eſt, 
indicet : aut r nomina, quum 7 ſung 
numeri. 


Iis nanque placuit, primo, ſecundo, ad ſextumdeei. 
mum uſque, nomina imponere : ut primo, Compluten- 
ſem editionem intelligas, quæ olim ad antiquiſſima ex. 
emplaria fuit excuſa: cui certè cum noſtris mirus erat 
in plurimis conſenſus. Secundo, exemplar vetuſtiſ. 
ſimum, in Italia ab amicis collatum. Tertio, quarto, 
quinto, ſexto, ſeptimo, odtavo, decimo & quinto-deci- 
mo, ea quæ ex bibliotheca Regis habuimus. Cætera 
ſunt ea quæ undique corrogare licuit. Cujus quidem 
vetuſtiorum codicum collationis, doctiſſimos Hebræo- 
rum authores habemus : quos poſt reductum è Babylonia 
populum Dei, quum ſacros veteris Teſtamenti libros 
diſcrepare verbis aliquando, aut apicibus etiam com- 
periſſent, diverſam in margine lectionem adnotaſſe teſ- 
tantur hodie libri ad exemplaria ſeripta excuſi. Capi- 
tum præterea juxta Græcos diviſionem, in interiori 

margine 
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margine numeris Græcis notavimus, quibus reſpondent 
in Evangeliis x:«paazis in ſuperiore & inferiore pagina- 
rm parte: in Epiſtolis vero, ipſa xaapais ſirigulis | 
Epiſtolis præfixa. Latinorum autem capita numeris & 
ipſa Græcis in margine exteriori ſignificavimus: ip- 
ſoſque Latinos ſequuti, breviora capita in quatuor, lon- 
giora in ſeptem partes diſtribuimus: literis alphabetieis 
majuſculis partes illas in etdem margine ſignantes. Ubi 
etiam, et Latinorum more notavimus locum vel ex 
Erangeliſta aliquo, vel ex Apoſtolicis ſcriptis qui cum 
præſenti loco aut idem fit prorſus, aut non parum ab- 
ſimilis: aut qui certe cum ipſo collatus, lucem aliquam 
aflerre poſſe videatur: àdjecta litera majuſcula que ea- 
pitis eam partem indicet in qua quæri locus ille debeat. 
Locos ex Veteri teſtamento aut ad verbum; aut eodem 
ſenſu citatos, magna cura ſignavimus. Nec tamen 
omiſimus Euſebii Cæſarienſis canones, ſed iis quoque 
in interiori margine locum dedimus, ut Græcis etiam 
ſatisfieret. Sed ne numerum quidem $@v, preſertim 
quum is in noſtris prope omnibus codicibus inveniretur, 
in calce cujuſque Evangelii & Epiſtolæ. quam rati- 
onem recenſendi 515, et apud nonnullos prophanos 
ſcriptores videre Eſt.  Hezc vero omnia, ut te alacrio- 
rem ad ſacroſancti Novi Teſtamenti Servatoris noſtri 
Dei lectionem redderemiis, nobis eſſe ſuſcepta exiſti- 
mato. Noſtris igitur utere et fruere laboribus, dum 
ad tandiu deſyderata Juſtini Philoſophi et Martyris ac- 
cingimur opera. Vale. 
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No 1IL 


7. Nam tres ſunt, &c. ori Tpuc, Hic verſiculus om- 
nino mihi retinendus videtur. Explicat enim manifeſt# 
quod de ſex teſtibus dixerat, tres ſeorſim cœlo, tres 
terræ tribuens. Non legit tamen Syrus, nec Vetus La- 
tinus interpres, nec Nazianzenus (oratione 5. de Theo- 
logia) nec Athanaſins, nec Didymus, nec Chryſaſtomur, 
nee Hilarius, nee Cyrillus, nec Auguſtinus, nec Beda; 
ſed legit Hieronymus, legit Eraſmus in Britannico codice, 
& exſtat in Complutenſi editione, & in nonnullis Stephani 
veteribus libris. Non convenit tamen in omnibus inter 
iſtos codices. Nam Britennicus legit fine articulis wary, 
AOY05, Ka TVELAG, In NosTR1s vero leguntur articuli ; 
& propterea etiam additum erat ſancti epitheton Spiri. 
tut ut ab eo diſtinguatur cujus fit mentio in ſequenti 
verſiculo, quique in terra collocatur. I In cel v 
TW p Hoc deeſt in ſeptem vetuſtis codicibus, ſed 
tamen omnino videtur retinendum ut tribus in terra 
teſtibus iſta ex adverſo reſpondeant. , Sermo o Ne 
Cur filius Dei dicatur %%, expoſuimus Joan. I. 1. 
At enim dices, Nemo in ſua cauſa idoneus eſt teſtis. 
Hunc nodum iſte Chriſtus explicat Joan. viii: 13, & 
deinceps : qui locus iſtum mire illuſtrat, ut et alii multi 
apud hunc noſtrum Evangeliſtam, in quibus ſzpe fit 
iſtius teſtificationis mentio. J Et hi tres unum ſunt 
xai 8704 08 Tees e £101. Id eſt, ita prorſus conſentiunt 
ac ſi unus teſtis eſſent, uti reverè unum ſunt fi 51a, 
ſpectes. Sed de illa (ut mihi quidem videtur) non agi- 
tur hoe in loco: quod et Gloſſa ipſa interlinearis, quam 


vocant, 
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rocant, agnoſcit. Sed & Complutenſis editio legit . ro 


© big, ad unum ſunt ; id eſt, in unum conventunt, + uti 
tegitur in ſequenti membro. 


8. In terra ei rng ne. Syrus interpres, & plurimi 
ex vetuſtioribus, tum Grecis tum Latinis, iſtud non 
habent : quod tamen in Græcis Nos r RIS codicibus, & 
apud veterem Latinum interpretem legitur; & ſane vi- 


detur retinendum, niſi proximè antecedens verſiculus 


expungatur. J Et hi tres in unum conſentiunt xai 6 
Toes eig 70 tu . Complutenſis editio hæc non legit hoc 
in loco, quæ tamen mihi videntur prorſus retinenda, ut 
intelligamus hazc omnia teſtimonia penitus conſentire; 


& ad unum et eundem illum ſcopum tendere. 


F 


9. E: Try ppaorverev. Argumentum a comparatis ſump- 
tum. Refertur autem hoc ad verſiculum ſeptimum. 
0. aurn £51v 1 H ⁰ẽt. Merito (inquit Apoſtolus) ita 
colligo: nam illud teſtimonium quod dixi in cœlo per- 


hiberi, a Deo manat filium ſuum ornante. 


10. O TiFevor—Sicut ſuperior verſiculus cum ſeptimo, 
ita iſte cum octavo cohæret. Trium, inquit, illorum 
teſtimonium quod dixi in terra eſſe, unum eſt teſtimo- 
nium quod penes ſe atque adeo intus habet unuſquiſque 
qui credit: itaque mutuo inter ſe conſentiunt cceli et 
terre teſtes. 


{ Nov. Teſt. Trop. Bezz, Comment. in 1. 
Joann, v: 7—10. J 


No. 


6 ö APPENDIX, No. Iv. v. 


No Iv. 


Deſiderium Eraſmum Roterodumum, quamvis inex- 
hauſta ingenii ubertas, pari dicendi facultate, ad ſum- 
me gloriæ faſtigium n6ſtra memoria evexerit; mihi 
tamen quædam religio fuit vel in hujus ſacrarii limine 
collocare, ut qui ſuum quoddam, ut in pleriſque, ita 
in religionis etiam negotio judicium ſequutus et ſuper- 
ſtitiones ridendo carpere contetttus; res ipſas uſque adeo, 
vel per ſe vel ab aliis diſeere recufirit, ut peſſime quoque 
tauſe patrocinium ſuſceperit. Quum tamen illi tantum 
bone literæ renaſcentes, quantum alli ætatis illius ne- 
mini debeant, age, locus etiam illi in hoc veſtibulo, et 
quidem hoc addito elogio, tribuatur. 


[Bzzz Iconts, Ed. Geneve, A. D. 1580. 


No v. 
THE PRE FACE 


TO THE 
BIBLE os COMPLUTUM. 


AD LECTOREM. 


Ne mireris aut vitio vertas o ſtudioſe lector quod in 
hac novi teſtamenti greea editione aliter quam in veteri 
nude tantum littere ſine ullis aut ſpirituum aut tonorum 
notis impreſſe publicentur: opere precium viſum eſt 
hujus tibi rei rationem aſſignare. Ea enim hujuſmodi 
eſt. Antiquiſſimos grecos abſque hiſce faſtigiis littera- 


rum 
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zum ſeriptitaſſe notius eſt: quam ut ſit multis argumen- 
tis comprobandum. Docent enim id aperte antiqua 
non pauca- exemplaria: ut Callimachi poemata: nec 
non et Sibyllina carmina : ac preterea etiam marmorea 
monumentã vetuſtiſſima que rome adhuc viſuntur nudis 
ſolum characteribus inciſa. Ut liquido conſtet hujuſ- 
modi virgularum apicumque ſupraſcriptiones non in illa 
primeva grece lingue origine fuiſſe exeogitatas: nec ad 
ejus integritatem uſquequaque pertinuiſſe. Cum igitur 
univerſum novum teſtamentum preter Evangelium Mat- 
thei et epiſtolam ad Hebreos grece primum ſicut a ſpi- 
ritu ſancto dictatum eſt : ſcriptum eſſe conſtet: viſum 
eſt priſcam in eo lingue illius vetuſtatem majeſtatemque 
intactam retinere: ac opus ipſum pretermiſſis etiam 
ipſis quibuſvis minimis appendiculis excuſſum ad imagi- 
nem antiquarum ſcripturarum publicare. Ne rei tam 
ſancte authoritati ac venerande majeſtati adjectitiis novi- 
niſque rebus detrimentum afferri videretur. Accedit 
quod fi verum fateri volumus: hie ſpirituum tonorum- 
que defectus nullum prorſus impedimentum ad rectam 
intelligentiam afterre valet his qui aliquantum in greca 
eruditione promoverunt. Ceterum ne alicui dubium 
aliquod poſſit occurrere in qua videlicet ſyllaba accen- 
tum oporteat collocari : ſimplex tantum apex in poly. 
ſyllabis dictionibus adjectus eſt : et is quidem non tan- 
quam grecus accentus : ſed tanquam notula ſignumque 
quo dirigi poſſit lector ne in prolatione modulationeve 
dictionum aliquando labatur. In veteris autem teſta- 
menti editione greca cum ea ſolum tranſlatio fit non 
originalis textus : non fuit conſilium quicquam ex vul- 

f gari 
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gari ſcribendi modo tollere aut immutare. Et quia non 
doctis ſolum: ſed omnibus in univerſum ſacrarum lit. 
terarum ſtudioſis hoc opere conſulendum eſt: appoſite 
ſunt dictioni cuique litterule latine ordine alphabeti in. 
dicantes que dictio dictioni e regione reſpondeat: ne 
ſit novitiis et nondum adhuc in grecis litteris provectis 
errandi locus. Rurſus cum nonnulle dictiones greci 


multiplices five equivocas aut alias ambiguas ſigniſica- 


tiones aliquando nabere videantur: libuit hoc etiam an- 
notare puncto ſuppoſito litterule latine ſupra dictionem 
grecam collocate. Et ut prefatiuncule tandem huic 
modus imponatur: illud lectorem non lateat: non que- 
vis exemplaria impreſſioni huic archetypa fuiſſe: ſed 
antiquiſſima emendatiſſimaque: ac tante preterea vetuſ- 
tatis: ut fidem eis abrogare nefas videatur. Que ſanc- 
tiſſimus in chriſto pater et dominus noſter LEO decimus 
pontifex maximus huic inſtituto favere cupiens ex apoſ- 
tolica bibliotheca educta miſit ad Reverendiſſimum 
dominum cardinalem hiſpanie: de cujus authoritate et 
mandato hoc opus imprimi fecimus. Vos autem lit- 
terarum ſtudioſi hoc divinum opus noviter excuſſum 
alacri animo ſuſcipite: et ſi chriſti Opt. Max. ſectatores 
videri vultis et eſſe: nil jam reſtat quod cauſemini quo- 
minus ſacram ſcripturam adeatis. Non mendoſa ex- 
emplaria: non ſuſpecte tranſlationes: non inopia textus 
originalis: ſolum animus et propenſio veſtra expectatur. 
Que fi non defuerit: fiet proculdubio ut litterarum di- 
vinarum ſuavitatem deguſtantes reliqua ſtudia omnia 
contemnatis. Valete et omnia boni conſulite. 


No. 
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Ne VI. 
Poſtilla Lyn AN in loco. 


In eſſentia, et fic unus Deus ſuper omnia glorioſus, 


M2? VI 
JoANNES Duns Scorus, Ed. Veriet. A. D. 1 597. 


Primò quia Salvator exprimens Matth. ulti. totam 
veritatem fidei quæ de Tri. tenenda eſt nominat tres 
perſonas nominibus relativis. In nomine, inquit, Patris 
et Filii et Spiritus Sancti. Similiter Fo. in Canonica ſua 
prima Cap. 5. Tres ſunt qui te/timonium dant in c@lo, 
Pater, Verbum et Spiritus Sanctus. (P. 249.) 


No VIII. 


Dukaxpus, Rationale Div. Offc. Edit. Lugd. A. D. 
1551, Lib. vi. Cap. xevii: p. 238. 


In Epiſtola vero in fide inſtruimur que incipit, Omne 
quod natum eſt ex Deo vincit mundum &c. 1 Joan. v. c. 
Oſtendit fidem per teſtimonium in ccelo, et in terra, et 
in conſcientia. In terra cum dicit, Tres ſunt qui te/ti- 
monium perhibent in terra, ſpiritus, aqua et ſanguis : quia 
enim clamore magno Dominus emiſit ſpiritum : et quod 
ex eo jam mortuo exivit ſanguis et aqua indicium fuit 
humanitatis: Ef hi tres unum ſunt, id eſt unum ſignifi- 

* M0 cant. 
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cant. Tres perhibent tęſtimonium in celo : Pater, in 
voce: Verbum, in carne: Spiritus, in columba : e 4; 
tres unum ſunt. De teſtimonio conſcientiæ ſequitur in 
epiſtola: Qui credit in filium Dei, jam in ſe teſtimonium 
Dei habet, id eſt, hoc diQat in conſcientia. 


No IX 


Huco pz S. ChanO [vel Charenſis] Bibl. Edit. 
Colon. Agripp. A. P. r621, fol. 355. 


Duoniam tres ſunt qui teftimonium dant in cœlo, pater, 
verbum et ſpiritus ſanctus, et hi tres unum ſunt. Et 
tres ſunt qui te/timonium dant in terra, ſpiritus, aqua 
et ſanguis, et tres unum ſunt. 


Quoniam tres ſunt.] Qui tres? Reſpondet Aug. Tres 
res quibus fruendum eſt, tres ſcil. perſonæ. Lui teſti- 
monium] Quod Chriſtus verus eſt Deus.---Er hi] Vere 
et uniformiter ſine omni contradictione idem deponunt. 
Unde dicit Interlin. Unus Deus de una re teſtantes.— 
Et tres ſunt]---quod Chriſtus eſt verus homo.---Unde in 
hoc ſignificatum eſt quod in ipſo erat divinitas, et etiam 
probatur ipſum fuiſſe et verum Deum et verum homi- 
nem, qudd et etiam anima ſeparata a carne non fuit di- 
vinitas ab ea ſeparata. 


No. 
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Ne X. 


Lohnanp. Sentent, Edit. Paris, A. D. 1538, Lib. i. 
p. 10. 


De Teſtimoniis Novi Te eftamenti. 


Ipſe [Chriſtus] etiam ait £go et Pater unum — 
num dixit, ut Ambroſius in eodem, ne fiat diſcretio po- 
teſtatis nature :. et addidit /umwus, ut Patrem Filiumque 
cognoſcas : ſcilicet ut perfectus Pater Filium perfectum 
genuiſſe credatur : et quod Pater et Filius unum fint 
ant] non confuſione perſonæ ſed unitate naturæ. J-. 
annes quoque in epiſtola canonica ait, Tres ſunt qui te/ti- 
monium perhibent in cœlo, Pater, Verbum et Spiritus Sanc- 
jus : et hi tres unum ſunt. Ipſe etiam in initio Evangelii 7 
ſui ait, In principio erat Verbum. | 5 


— ck. —— — — — # * - 
2 —_ — 


— — — 


Ne XI. 
RorERTI Opera, Ed. A. D. 602. Vol. ii. p. 26, 
216, 304. 


Hinc Joannes Evangeliſta dicit, Et tres ſunt qui tęſti- 
monium dant in cœlo, Pater, et Verbum et Spiritus Sanc- 
. Perſona Patris ex voce quæ de ccelo venit &c. 


Tres quippe ſunt qui teſtimonium dun in baptifind 
Chriſti, /piritus, aqua et ſang guis. [And i in the margin 
thus: 1 Joan. 5. ] 


Pi 
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Ne XII. 


8. BERNARDI Serm. i. et ii. in Octava Paſcha—Ed, 
Paris. A. D. 1719, Vol, iti, p. 915. 


Horum trium teſtimonium verum certumque eſt, et 
felix anima quæ meretur illutl accipere. Tre enim 
unt qui tetimonium dant in terra, ſpiritus, aqua er fan- 
guis. In aqua quidem baptiſmum intellige, in fanguine 
martyrium et in ſpiritu charitatem.---Veruntamen licet 
maneat poſt aquam et ſanguinem ſpiritus (aqua quippe 
et ſanguis regnum Dei non poſſidebunt) interim tamen 
aut vix aut nullo modo invenire eſt ſpiritum ſine illis, 
quoniam hi tres, inquit, unum ſunt: ut quolibet ex his 
tribus deficiente, adeſſe cætera non preſumas, Simul 
vero juncta teſtimonia iſta credibilia facta ſunt nimis, 
nec poterit cui in terris ſuppetunt hee, carere teſtimonio 
vel in ccelis. Confitetur Dei filium coram hominibus non 
verbo neque lingua, ſed opere et veritate : et filius quo: 


que confitetur eum coram angelis Dei. An vero ei de- 


eſſe poterit in teſtimonio pater, cui filium videat atteſ- 
tantem ? Sine dubio confitebitur et ipſe quod viderit i in 
abſcondito. Sed neque ſpiritus quidem a patre filio- 
que diſſentiet, quippe qui patris filiique fit ſpiritus. 
Denique quonam modo careat teſlimonig ejus in ccelo, 
qui habere illud meruit et in terra? Tres ergo ſunt 
qui. teſtimonium dant in calo, pater, et filius, et ſpirits 
Jandus. Et (ne quam forte diſſonantiam ſuſpiceris) hi 
tres unum ſunt. Magnum perfecto habituri ſunt teſti- 


monium 
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monium quos in ccelo pater ſuſceperit tanquam filios et 
hæredes, filius adſciverit tanquam fratres et cohæredes, 
ſpiritus ſanctus adherentes Deo unum ſpiritum faciar 
eſſe cum eo. 


Ex epiſtola beati Jaannes hodie nobis eſt lectio re- 
citata, in qua diſcimus teſtimonium dari triplex in ccelo, 
triplex in terra. 


Ejuſdem Parvor. Sermon. decimus ſextus. (Edit. An- 
twerp. A. D. 1576, p. 121.) 


Tres ſunt qui teſtimonium dant in celo, pater et filius et 
ſpiritus ſanctus. Tres in terra, ſpiritus, aqua et ſanguis. 
Similiter in inferno, ut in Eſaia legimus : Vermis eo- 
rum non morietur, et ignis eorum non extinguetur. 
Duo mala ſunt vermis et ignis: altero roditur conſcien- 
tia, altero cremantur corpora. Tertium additur deſper- 
atio, quæ in eo utique intelligitur quod dicitur, non 
morietur, et non extinguetur. His qui in ccelo ſunt, 
datur teſtimonium beatitudinis : his qui in terra, juſti- 
ficationis : his qui in inferno ſunt, damnationis. Pri- 
mum teſtimonium eſt gloriz, ſecundum gratiz, tertium 
IT. 


Ne XIII. 

Iluco Victorinus, Ed. Mogunt. A. D. 1617, Tom. 
iii. p. 163. 

Tres ſunt qui teſtimonium dant in cœlo. Tres ſunt cceli, 


tres terræ, tria teſtimonia. Primum cœlum Deus. In 
hoc 
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hoc plenæ et ſummæ perfectionis teſtimonium dant po. 
tentia, ſapientia, benignitas: Pater, Filius et Spiritus 
Sanctus, et hi tres proprie et principaliter unum ſunt ; 
ex quo omnia, in quo omnia, et per quem omnia.--. | 


Prima terra eſt populus pœnitens, terra ſancta. In 
hac teftimonium remiſſionis dant ſpiritus, aqua, et ſanguis, 
Sine ſanguine enim non fit remiſſio. Er hi tres unum, 
(And again, fame Vol. p. 174.) 


Ne XIV. 


Nota, quod ubicunque in libris Veteris Teſtamenti 
mendoſitas reperitur, currendum eſt ad volumina He. 
breorum ; quia vetus Teſtamentum primo in lingua He. 
braica ſcriptum eſt. Si vero in libris Novi Teſtamenti, 
revertendum eſt ad volumina Græcorum; quia Novum 
Teſtamentum primo in lingua Greca ſcriptum eſt, præ- 
ter Evangelium Matthæi, et Epiſtolam Pauli ad He- 
brot. [Malafridus Strabo.] | 


Ne XV. 

Si itaque Lectores et formas literarum codicis noſtri, 
Clementis Romani epiſtolas, et Pſalmos Salomonis, Eu- 
thalii Sectionis et Teioayio, qu deſunt, —ſi cætera ar- 
gumenta ſummam ejus antiquitatem confirmantia con- 
ſideratiſſime perpenderint: omnia conſpirare videbunt 

ut 
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ut Codicem Alexandrinum intra medium et finem ſeculi 
quarti ſcriptum eſſe ipſis perſuadeant. 


* 


LWomz, Præf. p. xvili.] 


N. B. The date, here aſſumed, is about 60 or 70 years 
more ancient than that of Wetſtein. 


Ne XVI. 


Ea locutionis regula, quam ſupra præmiſimus, ſolus 
hoc loco filius teſtis vocatur fidelis, cum et Pater et 
Spiritus Sanctus ſimul teſtimonium fidele perhibeant de 
ipſis, ſicut ſcriptum eſt. Tres ſunt que [a miſtake of 
the printer for qui, as appears by the latter part of this 
quotation] te/timonium dant in calo Pater, Verbum et 
Spiritus Sanctus: et bi tres unum ſunt. Sciendum au- 
tem, quia ſicut Hi tres unum ſunt, fic horum teſtimonium 
unum eſſe cognoſcitur, nn alterius teſtimonio 
alter inſinuetur. 


LAus Ros ANSBERTI in Apoc. Lib. 1.1 


No XVII. 


Hic eſt qui venit per aquam et ſanguinem Jeſus 
Chriftus : non in aqua ſolum, ſed in aqua et ſanguine 
et carne, Et Spiritus eſt qui teſtificatur, quoniam 
Chriſtus eſt veritas. Quia tres ſunt qui igſtimonium dant 
in terris, aqua et ſanguis et caro. Et tria hac unum ſunt. 
Et tres ſunt qui teſtimonium dant in celo, Pater, Verbum 

et 
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et Spiritus : Et hac trig unum ſunt in Chriſto Jeſu. $ 
teſtimonium e. 


LETHER. ef BeATus contra ELI AND. Max; 
Bibl. Patr. Tom. xiii. p. 360. } 


No XVIII. 


Mia yag being pac ayalornc; a dbα,ẽtͤ pic Verne; 
fe tte, Ni E£ZouTia, jhrc Xa ⁰ννν, OV reetg 0jh0104h - 
AnAGQts, GAAG (hit Ka 1 AUTH ανννð TWy reẽ UTOFUACEDY, = 
YyXp exarov auTWy £X,4 Tgo5 T0 eTEpov by, nTTOY 4 EOS EGuT0)* 
Touregiv ori x Tr, EN EIEIN O TIATHP KAI O 
TIOE KAI TO ATION IINETMA, Nm Tn; aytineias, xa 
rng YEeuunorws, Xa TINS MXMOgEUVTEWrs 5 


[Joann. Damascen. De fide orthodaxa, Lib. 1. 
Cap. 11. J 


No XIX. 


ExTRracTts from the Introduction of Marrzivs to 
the Complexiones of Cass lopoklus. 


Membraneus Liber, in quo inſigne hoc antiquitatis monu- 
mentum unice perennavit, eximiæ ac venerandæ vetuſtatis 
notas pre ſe fert onmes, adeo ut videri poſſit ab ipſius Cal- 
ſiodorii atate non ita multum abefſſe. Ejus titulus—Cal- 
ſiodorii Senatoris Complexiones in Epiſtolas, et Acta 
Apoſtolorum, et Apocalypſim. 


Qui 
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Qui Vulgate, ſeu Hieronymianæ Verſioni eam riger 
[1 John, v: 7.] olim intruſam putant, deditionem 
tandem faciant, atque arma ſubmittant neceſſe eſt. Evi- 
dentèr enim patet ex quamplurimis harum Complexionum 
locis, Caſſiodorium alia Verſione a Hieronymiana uſum 
efſe ; et nihilominus eam meemonny legit. [p. 42+] 


Extract from the Preface of Caſſtodorius. 


Sed quamvis omnis Scriptura divina ſuperna luce 
reſplendeat, et in ea virtus Spiritus ſancti evidentèr ir- 
radiet; in Pſalterio tamen, et Prophetis, et Epiſtolis 
Apoſtolorum ſtudium maximum laboris impendi, quo- 
niam mihi viſi ſunt profundiores abyſſos commovere, 
et quaſi arcem totius Scripture divinz atque altitudi- 
nem glorioſiſſimam continere. Quos ego cunctos vo- 
VEM CODICES autQtoritatis divinz (ut ſenex potui) ſub 
COLLATIONE PRISCORUM CODICUM, amicis ante me 
legentibus, ſedula lectione tranſivi. Ubi me multum 
laboraſſe, Domino adjuvante, profiteor ; quatenus nec 
eloquentiæ modificatæ deeſſem, nec libros ſacros teme- 
raria præſumptione lacerarem. 


The Words of Caſſiodorius, in loco. 


Sic autem diligimus eum cum mandata ejus facimus, 
quæ juſtis mentibus gravia non videntur, ſed potius 
vincunt ſæculum, quando in illum credunt qui condidit 
mundum. Cui rei teſtificantur in terra tria myſteria, 

G: aqua, 
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aqua, ſanguis, et ſpiritus, quæ in paſſione Domini le. 
guntur impleta: IN cotLo, autum, PaTER,' ET Fl. 
L1US ET SPIRITUS SANCTUS, ET HI TRES UNUS 285 


Daus. 


Ne XX. 


In Patre ergo, et Filio et Spiritu ſancto unitatem ſub- 
ſtantiæ accipimus, perſonas confundere non audemus. 
Beatus enim Joannes Apoſtolus teſtatur, dicens, Tre: 
funt qui teſtimonium perhibent Ix coklo, pater, Verbum 
et Spiritus : et tres unum ſunt, Quod ETIAM beatiſſimus 
Martyr Cyprianus in epiſtola De Unitate Eccleſiz confi. 
tetur; dicens, Qui pacem Chriſti et concordiam rum- 
pit, adverſus Chriſtum facit: qui alibi præter eccleſiam 
colligit, Chriſti. eccleſiam ſpargit. Atque ut unam ec- 
eleſiam unius Dei eſſe monſtraret, H confeſtim Txs- 
TIMONIA DE SCRIPTURIS inſeruit: Dicit Dominus Fgo 
et Pater unum ſumus : Et iterum de Patre, Filio et Spi- 
ritu ſancto ſcriptum eſt ; et hi tres unum ſunt. Non 
ergo ex tribus partibus unum colimus Deum, ſed 
Apoſtolicæ fidei regulam retinentes, perfectum con- 
ſempiternum Filium de perfecto et ſempiterno Patre, 
ſine initio. genitum, et poteſtate non imparem, et 
natura fatemur equalem, Sanctum quoque Spiritum non 

aliud fatemur efle quam Deum ; nec a Filio, nec a Patre 
diverſum, nec in Filio nec in Patre confuſum. 
[FuLGENT. contra Arianos— Max. Bibl. Patr. 
Tom. ix. p. 41, Ed. Lugd. A. D. 1677-] 
En 
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En habes in brevi alium eſſe patrem, alium Filium, 
alium Spiritum ſanctum; alium et alium in perſona, 
non aliud et aliud in natura: et idcirco Ego, inquit, ef 
Pater unum ſumus. Unum ad naturam referre nos do- 
cent, ſumus ad perſonas. Similiter et illud: Tres ſunt, 
inquit, qui teimonium dicunt 1N COELO, Pater, Verbum 
et Spiritus, et hi tres unum ſunt. Audiat Sabellius ſumus, 
audiat tres, et credat eſſe tres perſonas. Audiat ſeili- 
cet et Arrius unum, et non differentis Filium diĩeat eſſe 
naturæ: cum, natura diverſa, unum dici nequeat. 

[FuLisc, de Trin. Cap. iii.—Ibid. p. 60.] 


Per hanc unitatem naturalem totus Pater in Filio et 
Spiritu Sancto eſt, totus Filius in Patre et Spiritu 
ſancto eſt, totus quoque Spiritus ſanctus in Patre et 


Filio. Ob hoc ergo Tzxpzs UNUM recte credimus et di- 
cimus Deum. 


In Pſalm. 66 Benedicat nos Deus, Deus naſter, benedi- 
cat nos Deus, et metuent EUM omnes fines terræ. TER 
audio Deum, et uxun prædicat metuendum. In Epiſ- 
tola Joannis Tres ſunt 1N COELO qui teſtimonium red- 
aunt, Pater, Verbum, et Spiritus : et hi tres unum ſunt. 

[ Adv. Pintam, Ibid. p. 272.] 


Ita nos credere et confiteri debere per Eſaiam quoque 
prophetam ipſa Trinitas, qui eſt unus verus et bonus 
Deus edocuit Seraphin ad invicem TERTIO clamanti- 
bus, Sanctus, Sanctus, Sanctus; et SEMEL ſubinferenti- 
bus Dominus Deus Sabacth : plena ęſt oninis terra gloria 


bY | ius. 
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ejus. Ex hac igitur poteſtatem prædicatione cæleſtium 
agnoſce ſanctum Patrem, ſanctum Filium, ſanctum 
Paraclitum Spiritum; et crede unum Deum eſſe Pa. 
trem et Filium et Spiritum Sanctum. Audi 1ER. 
Trio Sanctus, Sanctus, Sanctus, ut TRES efle perſonas 
agnoſcas; audi sEMEL, Dominus Deus Sabaoth, ut 
UNITATEM divinitatis intelligas. Hoc etiam beatus 
Apoſtolus firmat, qui ad diſcretionem perſonarum ait, 
Unus Deus Pater, ex quo omnia et nos in ipſo; et unus 
Dominus Jeſus Chriſtus, per quem omnia et nos per ip- 
ſum. Et fideles dixit coxdificari in habitaculum Dei in 
Spiritu. Oſtendens autem unum Deum eſſe Trinitatem, 
ait, O altitudo divitiarum ſapientig et ſcientiæ Dei! et 
paulo poſt, Quoniam ex ipſo, et per ipſum, et in ipſo ſunt 
omnia, ipſi gloria in ſæcula. Beatus vero Joannes Apoſ- 
tolus evidenter ait, Et tres unum ſunt ; quod de Patre, 
et Filio, et Spiritu Sancto dictum, ſicut ſuperius cum ra. 
tionem flagitares, oſtendimus. | 
{ Fragmenta contra Fabianum, Ibid. p. 287. ] 


Ne XXI. 


Ergo quamvis in ſuperioribus exemplis Scripturarum 
tacita ſint nomina perſonarum, tamen unitum nomen 
divinitatis per omnia tibi eſt in his demonſtratum; ſicut 
et in hoc exemplo veritatis, in quo nomina perſonarum 
evidenter ſunt oſtenſa, et unitum nomen divinitatis 
clauſè eſt declaratum, Dicente Joanne Evangeliſta in 
epiſtola ſua Tres ſunt qui igſtimonium dicunt in cælo, Pater, 


et Verbum, et Spiritus, et in Jeſu Chriſto unum ſunt 3 
non 
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non tamen unus eſt, quia non eſt in his una perſona. 
Sicut in charitate Evangelicæ Scripture de Spiritu Pa. 
raclito Filius teſtatur, dicens, De Patre procedit: Et 
ſic proſecutus eſt, Et de meo accipiet. Et ideo ubi 
perſonæ requiruntur, propria nomina per hæc diſtin- 
guuntur: ubi autem Deitas poſcitur unitum nomen in- 
dicatur : quoniam ſumus ad nomina perſonarum plura- 
liter dictum demonſtratur. Ac per hoc in deitate divi. 
nitatis unita unum ſunt, et in nominibus perſonarum tres 
ſunt ; unde tres unum ſunt, five unum tres ſunt. 
[Vigilius, Lib. 1. Max. Bibl. Patr. Tom. viii. 


p. 775+] 


Jam audiſti ſuperius Evangeliſtam Joannem in Epiſ- 
tola ſua tam abſolute teſtantem, Tres ſunt qui te/timonium 
dant in cælo, Pater, Verbum, et Spiritus ſanctus, et in 
Chriſto Jeſu unum ſunt. Utique ſine dubio in Trinitate 
divinitatis per omnia unum ſunt, & in nominibus per- 
ſonarum tres ſunt. [ Vigil. Lib. primus, ad calcem, 
p. 776-] 


Sed et Spiritus Sanctus in Patre, et in Filio, et in 
ſe conſiſtens eſt ; ſicut Joannes Evangeliſta in epiſtola 
ſua tam abſolute teſtatur, Et tres unum ſunt. Porro ut 
quid unum dicitur, fi aliquid de eo in partes dividitur ? 
Et ut quid anum dicitur, fi diverſe quid ſentitur de eo? 
Et quomodo, © hæretici, tres unum ſunt, 11 diviſa vel 
exciſa in his ſubſtantia eſt? Aut quomodo unum ſunt, 
ſi non eſt in his unita ſempiterna plenitudo divinitatis ? 
Id. Lib. v. p. 786. ] 

Cur 
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Cur Tres unum ſunt Joannem Evangeliſtam dixiſſe 
legitis, fi diverſas naturas in perſonis eſſe accipitis? 
(And a little afterwards) Rogo quomodoutres unun 
ſunt, ſi diverſa in utriſque eſt natura divinitatis? [Lib, 


Vil. p. 789. ] 


Unde et Joannes in Epiſtola ſua ait, Tres ſunt qui 
_ . Feſtimonium dicunt in cælo, Pater, Verbum, et Spiritus: et 
in Chriſto Jeſu anum ſunt ; non tamen unus eſt, quiz 
non eſt eorum una perſona, [ Lib, x. p. 793.] 


Et Joannes Evangeliſta ait, In principio erat Verbum, 
et Verbum erat apud Deum, et Deus erat Verbum. Item 
ipſe ad Parthos : Tres ſunt (inquit) qui te/timonium per. 
 bibent in terra, aqua, ſanguis et caro, et hi tres in nobis 
funt : Et tres ſunt qui teſtimonium perhibent in calo, Pater, 
Verbum et Spiritus, et hi tres unum ſunt. 

[ Vigilius (ſub nomine Idatii Clari) adv. Vari. 
madum—Max, Bibl. Patr. Tom. v. p. 729.] 


No XXII. 


Sane tandem his nominibus abſolutis, numeros quoque 
breviter digeramus, quos myſtica exemplorum ratio 
inter ſacros celebriores fecit. 


I. Hic numerus ad unitatem Deitatis refertur : In 
pentateucho, Audi Jſrael, Dominus Deus tuus unus gt. 


Et Apoſtolus, Unus Deus, una fides, unum baptiſma. Et 
| arca 
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area Noe, qua ſancta eccleſia deſignatur, in uno cubitu 
conſummatur: quia in unius Dei contemplatione re- 
quies æterna perficitur. ö 


II. Ad duo teſtamenta divinæ legis referantur: In 
Regnorum, Et fecit in Dabir duo Cherubim decem cubi- 
torum magnitudine. Duo præcepta charitatis, amoris 
videlicet Dei et proximi. Duo in agro, duo in molen- 
dino, duo in lecto leguntur, in ſancto Evangelio. 


III. Ad Trinitatem: In Joannis Epiſtola, Tres ſunt 
qui teſtimonium dant in calo, Pater, Verbum et Spi- 
ritus ſanctus: et tres ſunt qui teſtimonium dant in ter- 
ra, Spiritus, aqua et ſanguis. Et in Gen. Tres propa- 


Eines. 


IV. Ad quatuor Evangelia &c. 


[EucHeR. Formul. Spirit. per Joan. Alex. Braſ- 


ficianum, Edit. Baſil. ex Officin. Froben. C. 
xi. Sect. 3. p. 246.] 


Ne XXIII. 


Atque ut, confundentes Arium, unam eamdemque 
dicimus Trinitatis eſſe ſubſtantiam, et unam in tribus 
perſonis fatemur Deum: ita impietatem Sabellii decli- 
nantes, tres perſonas expreſſas ſub proprietate diſtingui- 
mus. Pater ſemper Pater eſt, Filius ſemper Filius eſt, 
Spiritus ſanctus ſemper Spiritus Sanctus eſt. Itaque 

ſubſtantia 
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ſubſtantia vun 8VNT/; Perſonis ac nominibus diſtin. 
ary: pd | 
DLHIE RON. Opera, per Eraſmum (Edit. Pari, 
vol. iv. A. D. 1546, p. 42, D.] 


Ne XXIV. 


Et quid eſt finis Chriſtus? Quia Chriſtus Deus, et 
finis præcepti caritas, et Deus caritas; quia * 
Filius, et Spiritus ſanctus UNUM SUNT. 


[AvecvusT. in Epiſ. Joban. Cap. v.] 


Tres enim perſonæ ſunt Pater, et Filius, et Spiritus 
ſanctus: E HH TREs (quia unius ſubſtantiæ ſunt) uxun 
SUNT, Et ſummè unum sur, ubi nulla naturarum, 


nulla eſt diverſitas voluntatum. Hi ergo TREs qui 


UNUM sur propter ineffabilem conjunctionem Deita- 
tis, qui ineffabiliter copulantur, unus Deus eſt. 
[1d. contra Maximin. Arian, Lib. ii.] 


N? XXV, 


Nobis igitur unus Pater, et unus Filius verus Deus, 
et unus Spiritus ſanctus verus Deus: ET HI TRES 
UNUM SUNT, una divinitas, et potentia, et regnum. 
Sunt autem tres perſonæ, non duæ, non una. 

ExPLANATIO FiprI—Ad Cyrillum (Edit. 
ERASMI, vol. iv. p. 43, K.) 


No XXVL 


* 
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No XXVI. 


* 


Tenenda eſt igitur, ut diximus, regula quæ Filium in 
Patre, Patrem in Filio confitetur, que unam in duabus 
perſonis ſubſtantiam ſervans, diſpoſitionem divinitatis 
agnoſcit. Igitur Pater Deus, et Filius Deus, quia in 
Patre Deo Filius Deus. Hoc fi cui ſcandalum facit, 
audiat a nobis Spiritum eſſe de Deo, quia illi cui eſt in 
Filio ſecunda perſona, eſt et tertia in Spiritu Sancto. 
Denique Dominus : Petam, inquit, a Patre meo, et alium 
advocatum dabit vobis. Sic alius a Filio Spiritus, ſicut 
alius a Patre Filius. Sic tertia in Spiritu, ut in Filio 
ſecunda perſona : unus tamen Deus omnia quia TREs 
UNUM 8UNT. Hoc credimus, hoc tenemus, quia hoe 
accepimus a prophetis : hoc nobis evangelia locuta ſunt, 
hoc Apoſtoli tradiderunt, hoc martyres in paſſione con- 
feſſi ſunt. 


[PrxozBADIVs cont. Arianot. | 
No XXVII. 


Oeov de orav ATW, £4 QWTL Treareaghhnte X&%i TPITl. Ye¹ν 


ft xn rg WTHTAS, n vregaceg e TI pA KAAGY, 


are Tporwna (ouder yup xte. ru o rh CUYIALANNCOpry bog 
21 mop r αονν c as αονον S εεονναν˙] e dt, xara TOY 
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iv TW; er, xa CUWATTETL deinen. gy yap ü rein 
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Hv vrt THY Evuoiv TVYN v3 tpynCoprrot, BTE THY dia- 
eic, @ANoTEUTI, amtrw Yag naw! E wo xa 1 EafSthhuy 
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Ne XX VIII 
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„ jun yanruy r ng ou eg e TH; xAngtus at dura- 
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LAruax. Synap. Sacr. Scrip.] 


Ne XXIX. 


Dicit Dominus; Ego et Pater unum ſumus. Et ite- 
rum de Patre et Filio et Spiritu ſancto ſcriptum eſt : 
Et hi tres unum ſunt. Et quiſquam credit hanc unita- 
tem de divina firmitate venientem, ſacramentis cœleſti- 
bus cohærentem, ſcindi in Eccleſia poſſe, et volunta- 
tum collidentium divortio ſeparari ? Hane unitatem qui 
non tenet, Dei legem non tenet ; non tenet Patris et 
Filii fidem ; et veritatem non tenet ad ſalutem. | 

[ Cyprianus De Unitate Eccleſia, Edit. Oxon. 


p- 109. ] 


Si peccatorum remiſſam conſecutus eſt, et ſanctifica- 
tus eſt, et templum Dei factus eſt, quæſo cujus Dei? 
ſi Creatoris, non potuit qui in eum non credidit ; fi 
Chriſti, nec hujus fieri poteſt templum, qui negat Deum 
Chriſtum: ſi Spiritus ſancti, cum tres unum ſunt, quo- 
modo Spiritus ſanctus placatus eſſe ei poteſt, qui aut 
Patris, aut Filii inimicus eſt ? 

[ Cyprian. Epiſ, ad Jubianum Ixxili. p. 203. 


"Ii No XXX, 


28 APPENDIX, No. XXX. XXXI. 


No XXX. 


Cæterùm de meo ſumet, inquit, ſicut ipſe de Patrit. 
la connexus Patris in Filio, et Filii in Paracleto, tre 
efficit coharentes alterum ex altero; qi TREs Unuw 
SUNT, non unus, QUOMODO diftum ęſt, Ego et Pater 
unum ſumus ; ad ſubſtantiæ unitatem, non ad numeri 
ſingularitatem. 

[TERTULL. adv. Praxeam. Cap. xxv. ad init.) 


N ef of St. John's Goſpel, alluded to in the former 
part of this Extract. 


Ille [Paracletus] me olorificabit, quia de meo accipiet 
Lumet] quod renunciabit vobis. 


Omnia quæ habet Pater Ci. e. omnia Patris] mea 
ſunt : propterea dixi illum de meo accepturum quod re- 
nunciabit vobis. 


[St. John, xvi: 14, 15.] 


Ne XXX1, 


EXTRACTS FROM VICTOR VITENSIS, 
De PersECUTIONE VANDALICA. 


(Note. This Hiſtory is compriſed in three Books, con- 
taining fifty-three pages in folio.) 


The 
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The Edict of Huneric mentioned in page 24. 


REX HunzrIcus Fandalorum & Alanorum, univerſis 
Epiſcopis Omoufranis. 


Non ſemel, ſed ſæpius, conſtat eſſe prohibitum, ut in 
ſortibus Vandalorum ſacerdotes veſtri conventus mini - 
me celebrarent, ne ſua ſeductione animas ſubverterent 
Chriſtianas. Quam rem ſpernentes, plurimi reperti ſunt 
contra interdictum Miſſas in ſortibus Vandalorum egiſſe, 
aſſerentes ſe integram regulam Chriſtianæ fidei tenere. 
Et quia in Provinciis a Deo nobis conceſſis ſcandalum 
eſſe nolumus, ideo Dei providentia cum conſenſu ſanc- 
torum Epiſcoporum noſtrorum hoc nos ſtatuiſſe cognoſ- 
cite, ut ad diem Kalendarum Februariarum proxime fu- 
turarum, amiſſa omni excuſatione formidinis, omnes 
Carthaginem veniatis, ut de ratione fidei cum noſtris ve- 
nerabilibus Epiſcopis poſſitis inire conflictum, et de fidet 
OMgUSIANORUM, quam defenditis, de DIVINIS SCRIP- 
TURIs proprie approbetis, quo poſlit agnoſci fi integram 
fidem teneatis. Hujus autem Edicti tenorem, univerſis 
Epiſcopis tuis per univerſam Africam conſtitutis di- 
reximus. ä 


Data ſub die xiii Kal. Jun. Anno vii Hunerici. 


Appropinquabat jam futurus dies ille calumnioſus 
Kalendarum Februariarum, ab eodem ſtatutus. Con- 
veniunt non ſolùm univerſe Africæ, verùm etiam inſu- 
larum multarum Epiſcopi, afflictione et mœrore con- 
fecti. Fit ſilentium diebus multis, quouſque peritos 

quoſque 
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quoſque et doctiſſimos viros exinde ſepararet calumniis 
appoſitis enecandos. Nam unum ex ipſo choro Dodo. 
rum, nomine L rux, ſtrenuum atque doctiſſimum 
virum, poſt diuturnos carceris ſqualores incendio con- 
cremavit, æſtimans tali exemplo timorem incutiens re. 
Itquos eliſurum. Tandem venitur ad diſputationis con- 
flictum, ad locum ſcilicet quem delegerant adverſarii. 
Evitantes igitur noſtri vociferationis tumultus, ne forts 
poſtmodum Ariani dicerent quod eos noſtrorum op- 
preflerit multitudo, eligunt de ſe noſtri qui pro omni. 
bus reſponderent decem. Collocat ſibi Cyrila cum ſuis 
ſatellitibus in loco excelſo ſuperbiſſimum thronum, aſtan- 
tibus noſtris. Dixeruntque noſtri epiſcopi: Illa eſt 
ſemper grata collatio, ubi ſuperba non dominatur 
elatio; fed ex conſenſu communi venitur, ut cogui. 
toribus decernentibus, partibus agentibus, quod verum 
eſt agnoſcatur. Nunc autem qui erit cognitor, qui 
examinator, vel libra juſtitiæ aut bene prolata con- 
firmet, aut prave aſſumpta refellat? Et cum talia "gy 
dicerentur, notarius regis reſpondit : Patriarcha Cyrlla, 
dixit, legatur nobis. Quo concedente iſtud ſibi nomen 
Cyrila aſſumpſit. Et exinde ſtrepitum concitantes, ca- 
lumniari adverſarii cœperunt. Et quia hoc noſtri peti- 
erant, ut ſaltem fi examinare non licebat, prudenti mul- 
titudini vel expeCtare liceret, jubentur univerſi filii ca- 
tholicz eccleſiæ, qui aderant, centenis fuſtibus tundi. 
Tunc clamare cœpit beatus Eugenius: Videat Deus 
vim quam patimur, cognoſcat afflictionem perſecutionum 
quam à perſecutoribus ſuſtinemus. Converſique noſtri 
Cyrilæ dixerunt: Propone quod diſponis. Cyrila 
dixit: 
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dixit: Neſcio latine. Noſtri epiſcopi dixerunt: Sem- 
per te latine eſſe locutum manifeſto novimus, modo ex- 
cuſare non debes, præſertim quia tu hujus rei incendi- 
um ſuſcitaſti. Et videns catholicos epiſcopos ad con- 
flictum magis fuiſſe paratos, omnino audientiam diverſis 
cavillationibus declinavit. Quod ante noſtri providen- 
tes libellum de fide conſcripſerant, ſatis decenter ſuf- 
ficienterque conſcriptum, dicentes: Si noſtram fidem 
cognoſcere deſideratis, hæc eſt veritas quam tenemus. 


ProFEss10 FipEI CATHOLICE. 


Regali imperio, fidei catholicæ quam tenemus 
przcipimur reddere rationem : ideoque aggredimur, 
pro noſtrarum virium mediocritate, divino fulti adjuto- 
rio, quod credimus & prædicamus breviter intimare. 
Primum igitur de unitate ſubſtantiæ Patris & Filii, 
quod Græci ewzozos dicunt, exponendum nobis eſſ. 
cognoſcimus. Patrem ergo, & Filium, & Spiritum 
ſanctum ita in unitate deitatis profitemur, ut & Patrem 
in ſuæ proprietate perſonæ ſubſiſtere, & Filium nihilo- 
minus in propria extare perſona, atque Spiritum ſanctum 
perſonæ ſuæ proprietatem retinere, fideli confeſſione 
fateamur: non eumdem aſſerentes Patrem quem Filium, 
neque Filium confitentes qui Pater ſit, aut Spiritus 
ſanctus: neque ita Spiritum ſanctum accipimus, ut aut 
Pater ſit, aut Filius: ſed ingenitum Patrem, & de Patre 
genitum Filium, & de Patre et Filio procedentem ſpiri- 
tum ſanctum, unius credimus eſſe ſubſtantiæ vel eſſentiæ: 
quia ingeniti Patris, et geniti Filii, & procedentis Spi- 

ritus 
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ritus ſancti una eſt deitas, tres vero perſonarum pro- 
Prietates. Et quia contra hanc catholicam, vel apo. 
tolicam fidem exorta hæreſis NovITATEM' QUAMDAm 
induxerat, aſſerens Filium non de Patris ſubſtantia 
genitum, ſed ex nullis extantibus, id eſt ex nihilo, 
ſubſtitiſſe: ad hanc impietatis profeſſionem, que contra 
fidem emerſerat, refellendam & penitus abolendam, 


opzciov ſermo Græcus poſitus eſt, quod interpretatur 


unius ſubſtantiæ, vel eſſentiæ, fignificans Filium non 
ex nullis extantibus, nec ex alia ſubſtantia, ſed de Patre 
natum eſſe. Qui ergo putat omouſton auferendum, ex 
nihilo vult aſſerere Filium extitiſſe. Sed ſi ex nihilo 
non eſt, ex Patre ſine dubio eſt, & recte omoigſios, id 
eſt, unius cum Patre ſubſtantiæ, Filius eſt. Ex Patre 
autem eſſe, id eſt, unius cum Patre ſubſtantiæ, his 
teſtimonis approbatur, Apoſtolo dicente : Qui cum fit 
Iplendor gloriz, & figura ſubſtantiz ejus, gerens quoque 
omnia verbo virtutis ſuæ. Et ipſe iterum Deus Pater, 
incredulorum perfidiam objurgans, qui prædicantis per 
Prophetas Filii vocem in ſua ſubſtantia manentem audire 
noluerunt, dixit: Non audierunt vocem ſubſtantiz. 
Quam vocem ſubſtantizz cum tam terribili inteſtatione 
increpans, ad eumdem Prophetam loquitur, dicens : 
Super montes accipe planctum, & fuper ſemitas deſert 
luctum, quia defecerunt ed quod non fint homines : 
non audierunt vocem ſubſtantiæ à volatibus cli uſque 
ad pecora. Et rurſum eos, qui i profeſſione unius ſub- 
ſtantiz declinantes, in eadem fidei ſubſtantia ſtare no- 
luerunt, increpat, dicens : Si ſtetiſſent in ſubſtantia 
mea, avertiſſem utique eos à via ſua mala, & I peſſimis 

| cogitationibus 
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cogitationibus ſuis. Et iterum- non extra ſubſtantiam 
Patris Filium confitendum, ſed eadem fideliter mentis 
oculis contuendum, apertiſſime declaratur dum dicit 
Propheta: Quis ſtetit in ſubſtantia Domini, & vidit 
verbum ejus ? Patris ergo ſubſtantiam Filium eſſe Pro- 
pheticis jam olim deſignatum eſt oraculis, dicente Salo- 
mone : Subſtantiam enim & dulcedinem tuam, quam 
in filios habes, oſtendebas, quam in figura & imagine 
panis cceleſtis, populo Iſrael cœlitùs apparet profluxiſſe : 
Quod ipſe Dominus in Evangelio expoſuit, dicens: 
Non Moyſes dedit vobis panem de cœlo, fed Pater 
meus dat vobis panem de cœlo: fe utique panem eſſe 
deſignans, cum dicit, Ego ſum panis vivus, qui de 
cœlo deſcendi : de quo etiam Propheta David dicit : 
Panem Angelorum manducavit homo. Namque 'ut 
adhuc evidentius Patris & Filii ſubſtantize unitas, & 
divinitatis æqualitas oſtendatur, ipſe in evangelio dicit : 

Ego & Pater unum ſumus. Quod non ad unitatem 
tantummodo voluntatis, fed ad unam refertur eamdem- 
que ſubſtantiam, quia non dixit, Ego & Pater unum 
volumus, ſed unum ſumus. Ex eo enim quod ſunt, 
non ex eo tantum quod volunt paternz unitatis declara- 
tur aſſertio. Item Joannes Evangeliſta dicit; Propte- 
rea quzrebant eum Judz! interficere, quia non ſolum 
ſolvebat ſabbatum, ſed & Patrem ſuum dicebat Deum, 
æqualem ſe faciens Deo. Quod utique non ad Judzos 
eſt penitus referendum, quia Evangeliſta veraciter dixit 
de Filio, quia zqualem ſe faciebat Deo. Item in Evan- 
gelio ſcriptum eſt; Quæcunque Pater facit, eadem & 
Filius facit, ſimiliter & ſicut Pater ſuſcitat mortuos & 
9 vivificat, 
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vivificat, ita & Filius quos yult vivificat. Item: ut ho. 
mines honorificent Filium, ſicut honorificant Patrem. 
Aqualis enim honor non niſi æqualibus exhibetur. 

Item ibi Filius ad Patrem dicit, Omnia mea tua ſunt, 
et tua mea. Item: Philippe, qui me videt, videt & 
Patrem: Quomodo tu dicis, Oſtende nobis Patrem? 
Hoc non dixiſſet niſi Patri per omnia fuiſſet æqualis. 
Item ipfe Dominus dixit: Creditis in Deum, & in me 
eredite. Et adhuc ut unitatem æqualitatis demonſtra. 
ret, ait: Nemo novit Filium niſi Pater, neque Patrem 
quis novit niſi Filius, & eui voluerit Filius revelare: 
Et ſicut Filius cui vult revelat Patrem, ita et Pater re- 
velat Filium : ſicut ipſe Petro ait confitenti eum Chriſt. 
um Filium Dei vivi: Beatus es, inquit, Simon Barjona, 
quĩa caro et ſanguis non revelavit tibi, ſed Pater meus 
qui in cœlis eſt. Et iterum Filius dieit: Nemo venit 
ad Patrem niſi per me, & nemo venit ad me niſi Pater, 
qui miſit me, attraxerit eum. Unde claret æqualita- 
tem Patris & Filii ad ſe invicem credentes adducere. 
Item dicit: Si cognoviſſetis me et Patrem meum utique 
cognoviſſetis & à modo nostis eum & vidiſtis eum. Ve- 
rum quia duas in Filio profitemur eſſe naturas, id eſt, 
Deum verum, & hominem verum corpus & animam ha- 
bentem, quicquid ergo excellenti ſublimitatis potentia 
de eo referunt ſcripturæ, admirandz ejus divinitati tri- 
buendum ſentimus: & quicquid infra honorem cœleſ- 
tis potentiæ de eodem humilius enarratur, non Verbo 
Dei, ſed homini reputamus aſſumpto. 


Secundum 
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Secundum divinitatem ergo eſt quod ſuperius dixi- 
mus, ubi ait: Ego & Pater unum ſumus. Et: Qui vi- 
det me, videt & Patrem. Et: Omnia quæcunque Pater 
facit, eadem Filius ſimiliter: vel cetera que ſuperius 
continentur. IIla vero quæ de eo ſecundum homitiem 
referentur, iſta ſunt: Pater major me eſt. Et: Non 
veni facere voluntatem meam, ſed voluntatem ejus qui 
miſit me. Et: Pater, fi fiert poteſt, tranſeat a me calix 
iſte: vel cum de cruce dicit: Deus, Deus meus, quare 
me dereliquiſti? Et iterum ex perſona Fihi Propheta 
dicit: De ventre matris me Deus meus es tu: Vel 
cum minor angelis indicatur, & quam plura his ſimilia 
quæ ſtudio brevitatis non inſeruimus. Filius ergo Dei, 
nullis conditionem necæſſitatibus obſtrictus, ſed libera 
divinitatis potentia, ita quæ noſtra ſunt mirabili pietate 
aſſumpſit, ut a ſuis, que divina ſunt, omnino non deſti- 
terit: quia divinitas nec augmentum admittit nec pati- 
tur detrimentum. Unde gratias agimus Domino noſtro 
Jeſu Chriſto, qui propter nos & propter noſtram ſalu- 
tem, de ccelo deſcendit, ſua paſſione nos redemit, ſua 
morte vivificavit, ſua aſcentione glorificavit: Qui ſedens 
ad dexteram Patris venturus eſt judicare vivos et mor- 
tuos : juſtis æternæ vitæ præmium largiturus, impiis 
atque incredulis merita ſupplicia redditurus. 


Profitemur itaque Patrem de ſeipſo, hoc eft de eo 
quod ipſe eſt, ſempiterne atque ineffabiliter Filium ge- 
nuiſſe, non extrinſecùs, non ex nihilo, non ex alia ge- 
nuifle materia, ſed ex Deo natum eſſe: et qui de Deo 
natus eſt, non aliud eſt quàm id quod Pater eſt, et id- 
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circo unius ſubſtantiz eſt, quia veritas nativitatis diver. 
ſitatem non admittit generis. Nam ſi alterius à Patre 
ſubſtantiæ eſt, aut verus Filius non eſt, aut (quod nefas 
eſt dicere) degener natus eſt. Eſt enim verus Filius, 
ſicut Joannes ait: Ut ſimus in vero Filio ejus. Non eſt 
etiam degener, quia Deus verus de Deo natus eſt vero; 
ſicut idem Joannes Evangeliſta exequitur, dicens: Hic 
eſt verus Deus, & vita æterna. Et ipſe Dominus in 
Evangelio: Ego ſum, inquit, vita, veritas, & vita. 
Ergo ſi aliunde ſubſtantiam non habet, de Patre habet. 
Si de Patre habet, unius ſubſtantiæ cum Patre eſt. Sed 
fi unius ſubſtantiæ non eſt, ergo non de Patre, ſed ali- 
unde eſt: quoniam unde eſt, inde ſubſtantiam habeat 
neceſſe eſt. Omnia enim ex nihilo, Filius vero de Pa- 
tre. De duobus eligat quiſque quod velit: aut det ei 
ſubſtantiam de Patre, aut fateatur ex nihilo ſubſtitiſſe. 
Sed Propheticum forſitan obijcitur teſtimonium: Ge- 
nerationem ejus quis enarrabit? Cum ego non dixerim, 
Enarra mihi modum vel qualitatem divinæ generationis, 
et tanti ſecreti archanum humanis verbis enuntia, quo- 
niam unde natus ſit, non quem ad modum natus ſit, 
requiſivi. Divina enim generatio inenarrabilis eſt, non 
ignorabilis. Nam uſque adeo non eſt ignorabilis, id 
eſt, non ignoratur unde fit, ut & Pater de ipſo genuiſſe, 
& Filius de Patre ſe natum ſæpiſſime proteſtetur. Quod 
nullus omnino ambigit Chriſtianus, ſicut in Evangelio 
demonſtratur, ipſo Filio dicente: Qui autem non credit 
jam judicatus eſt, quia non credidit in nomine unigeniti 
Filu Dei. Item Joannes Evangeliſta dicit : Et vidimus 

gloriam ejus, gloriam quaſi unigeniti i Patre. 
Ergo 
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Ergo profeſſionem noſtram brevi ſermone concludi- 
mus. Si vere de Patre natus eſt, unius ſubſtantiæ eſt, 
& verus Filius eſt. Sed fi unius ſubſtantiæ non eſt, 
nec verus Filius eſt : Et fi verus Filius non eſt, nec 
verus Deus eſt: aut fi verus Deus eſt, & tamen de pa- 
tris ſubſtantiæ non eſt, ingenitus ergo & ipſe-eſt. © Sed 
quia ingenitus non eſt, factura ergo eſt ut putatur ali. 
unde ſubſiſtens, ſi de Patris ſubſtantie non eſt. Sed 
abſit hoc ita credere. Nos enim unius ſubſtantiæ cum 
Patre filium profitemur, deteſtantes Sabellianam hære- 
ſim, quæ ita Sanctam Trinitatem confundit, ut eum- 
dem dicat eſſe Patrem quem Filium, eumdemque credat 
eſſe Spiritum ſanctum, non ſervans tres in unitate per- 
ſonas. 3 


Sed forſitan obijcitur, cum ingenitus Pater fit, gent» 
tus Filius, non fieri poſſe unam eamdemque efle ſub. 
ſtantiam geniti atque ingeniti; cum utique, ſi ſicut in- 
genitus Pater eſt, ingenitus eſſet & Filius, tune magis 
diverſa poſſet eſſe ſubſtantia, quia unuſquiſque à ſeipſo 
ſubſiſtens communem ſubſtantiam cum altero non ha- 
beret. Cum vero ingenitus Pater de ſeipſo, id eſt, de 
eo quod ipſe eſt, fi quid illud eſt aut dici poteſt (immòꝭ 
quia ut eſt dici omnino non poteſt) Filium generavit, 
apparet unam eſſe gignentis genitique ſubſtantiam 2 quia 
Deum de Deo, lumen de lumine, Filium eſſe yeraciter 
profitemur. Nam lucem eſſe Patrem Joannes apoſtolus 
teſtis eſt, dicens: Quia Deus lux eſt, & tenebræ in eo 
non ſunt ullæ. Item de Filio ait: Et vita erat lux ho- 
minum, & lux in tenebris lucet, & tenebræ eam non 

comprehenderunt. 
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comprehenderunt. Et infra: Erat lumen verum, quod 
illuminat omnem hominem venientem in hunc mun. 
dum. Unde apparet Patrem & Filium unius eſſe ſub. 
ſtantiæ, dum lucis & luminis diverſa non poteſt eſſe ſub. 
ſtantia, ejus ſcilicet quæ de ſe * gignit, & quæ de Sf: 
nente exiſtit. N 

. 

Denique ne aliquis — Patrem, & Filium, diverſ,. 
tatem naturalis luminis introducat, ideo apoſtolus de 
eodem Filio dicit; Qui cum fit ſplendor gloriæ, & 
figura ſubſtantia; ejus. In quo evidentius & coternug 
Patri, & inſeparabilis à Patre, & unius cum eo efle ſub. 
ſtantiæ perdocetur: dum luci ſplendor eſt ſemper co, 
æternus, dum ſplendor a luce nunquam ſeparatus eſt, 
dum ſplendor à luce, natura ſubſtantiæ, nunquam poteſt 
eſſe diverſus. Qui enim ſplendor lycis eſt, idem & Dei 
Patris virtus eſt: Sempiternus ergo propter virtutis 
æternitatem, inſeparabilis propter claritudinis unitatem. 
Et hoc eſt quod nos fideliter profitemur, Filium de Pa. 
tris ſubſtantia natum : ficut ipſe Pater Deus apertiſſ- 
mum perhibet teſtimonium. Qui ut de ſua ineffabilis 
naturæ ſubſtantia proprium Filium genuiſſe monſtraret, 
ad inſtruendam fragilitatis noſtræ imperitiam, ut nos ex 
viſibilibus ad inviſibilia erigeret, terrenæ nativitatis vo- 
cabulum ad divinæ generationis traxit exemplum, di- 
cens: Ex utero ante luciferum genui te. Quid clarius, 
quid luculentius effari divinitas dignaretur ?  Quibus 
indiciis, quibus exiſtentium rerum exemplis proprieta- 
tem generationis potuit intimare, quam ut, per uteri 
appellationem, proprietatem genitricis oſtenderet? Non 

quia 
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quia corporeis compoſitus eſt membris, aut aliquibus 
artuum lineamentis diſtinctus; ſed quia nos aliter veri. 
tatem divinæ. generationis auditu mentis percipere non 
poſſemus, niſi humani uteri provocaremur vocabulo, ut 
ambigi ultra non poſſet de Dei ſubſtantia natum eſſe, 
quem conſtat ex Patris utero exſtitiſſe. Credentes ergo 
Deum Patrem de ſua ſubſtantia impaſſibiliter Filium 
generaſſe, non dicimus iplam ſubſtantiam aut diviſam 
eſſe in Filio, aut diminutionem pertuliſſe in Patre: et 
per hoc paſſionis potuiſſe vicio ſubjacere. Abſit enim & 
nobis ut talia vel opinemur, vel cogitemus de Deo: 
quia nos per fectum Patrem, perfectum Filium, fine ſui 
diminutione, ſine aliqua derivatione, ſine omni omnino 
paſſionis infirmitate, genuiſſe. fideliter profitemur. Nam 
qui obijcit Deo, quod fi de ſeipſo genuit diviſionis vi- 
cium pertulit: poteſt dicere, quia et laborem ſenſit 
quando univerſa condidit, et ob hoc die ſeptima ab 
omni ſuo opere requievit. Sed nec in generando de 
ſeipſo paſſionem, vel diminutionem aliquam ſenſit, nec 
in condendo univerſa fatigationem aliquam pertulit. 
Namque ut evidentius nobis divinæ generationis impaſ- 
hbilitas inſinuaretur, Deum ex Deo, lumen ex lumine, 
filium profitendum accepimus. Si ergo in efficientia 
vitibilis ac mundani luminis tale aliquid invenitur, ut 
lumine ex lumine ſumpto, et per quamdam generationis 
nativitatem exorto, ipſa luminis origo, quæ ex ſe lumen 
aliud dedit, nec minui nec ullum omnino detrimentum 
miniſtrati ex ſe luminis perpeti contingat: quanto rec- 
tius et melius de divini et ineffabilis luminis natura cre- 
dendum eſt, que ex ſeipſa lumen generans, minui om- 

nino 
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nino non potuit? Unde æqualis eſt Patri Filius, non 
natus ex tempore, ſed gignenti coæternus: ſicut ſplen. 
dor, ab igne genitus, gignenti manifeſtatur æqualis. 


Hæc de Patris et Filii æqualitate, vel de ſubſtantiz 
unitate (quantum brevitatis ratio ſinit) dixiſſe ſufficiat: 
ſupereſt ut de Spiritu ſancto, quem Patri ac Filio con. 
ſubſtantivum credimus, coæqualem et coæternum dica. 
mus, et teſtimoniis approbemus. Licet enim hæc ve. 
neranda Trinitas perſonis ac nominibus diſtincta fit, 
non tamen ob hoc a ſe, atque i ſua æternitate, diſcre- 
pare credenda eſt, ſed manens ante ſæcula divinitas in 
Patre et Filiò et Spiritu ſanto, vere ac proprie credi- 
tur, nec dividi noſtris interpretationibus poteſt, nec rur- 
ſus verſa in unam perſonam Trinitas ipſa confundi. 
Hzc fides plena, hæc noſtra credulitas eſt. Idcirco 
Deos nec zſtimari patimur nec vocari, fed unum Deum 
in prædictis perſonis ac nominibus confitemur. Inenar- 
rabilis enim divinitas, non ut concludi aut apprehendi 
velut vocabulis poſſet, intra nomina perſonaſque ſe pre- 
ſtitit: ſed ut id quod erat eſſe noſceretur, intelligen- 
tiam ſui ex parte quam capere humanz mentis auguſtiæ 
prævalebant credentibus dedit, Propheta dicente : Niſi 
credideritis, non intelligetis. Una eſt ergo Trinitatis 
deitas, et in hujus vocabuli appellatione fignificatio eſt 
unius ſubſtantiz, non unius perſonz. Ad quam rem 
fidelibus comprobandam in teſtimonium ſui divinitas 
ipſa multis et creberrimis conteſtationibus ſemper affuit. 
Liceat ergo ob brevitatis compendia, ex multis pauca 


proferre, quoniam veræ probatio majeſtatis, tametſi 
| | habet 
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habet pluraritatem teſtimoniorum, pluralitate tamen 
non indiget, quoniam credenti pauca ſufficiunt. 


Primum igitur de Veteris teſtamenti libris, poſt etiam 
novi, Patrem et Filium et Spiritum ſanctum unius do- 
cebimus efſe ſubſtantiæ, libro Geneſis ſic inchoante : 
In principio fecit Deus cœlum et terram. Terra autem 
erat inviſibilis et incompoſita, et tenebræ erant ſuper 
abyſſum, et ſpiritus Dei ferebatur ſuper aquas. IIle 
principium, qui Judzis quis eſſet interrogantibus dixit : 
Principium qui et loquor vobis. Superferebatur ſpiritus 
Dei ſuper aquas, utpote creator virtute potentiæ ſuæ 
continens creaturam, ut ex his viva omnia producturus, 
ipſe rudibus elementis ignis proprii fomenta præſtaret, 
et jam tune myſterio emicante baptiſmatis, virtutem 
ſanctificationis liquoris natura perciperet, primaque ad 
vitam corpora animata produceret : David pro inde 
aſpirante : Verbo Domini cceli firmati ſunt, et ſpiritu 
oris ejus omnis virtus eorum. Vide quam plena fit 
brevitas, et quam clare in ſacramentum unitatis re- 
currit. Patrem in Domino, in verbi ſignificatione Fi- 
lium ponens, Spiritum ſanctum altiſſimi ex ore nuncu- 
pavit. Et ne vocis editio acciperetur in Verbo, ccelos 
per eum aſſerit eſſe firmatos. Ne autem flatus in Spi- 
ritu reputetur, cœleſtis in eo virtutis plenitudinem de- 
monſtravit. Nam ubi virtus, ibi necefle eſt perſona 
ſubſiſtens. Ubi omnis non ablata à Patre et Filio, ſed 
conſummata ſignificatur in Spiritu ſancto, non ut ſolus 
habeat quod in Patre et Filio eſt, ſed ut totum habeat 
cum utroque. Et iterum cum de vocatione gentium 
Dominus loqueretur, intra unum divinitatis nomen 
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Spiritum ſanctum prædicans, ait: Euntes docete omnes 
gentes, baptizantes eos in nomine Patris et Filii et Spi. 
ritus ſancti. Et iterum cceleſtia Corinthiis precatus 
Apoſtolus hæc ſubdidit: Gratia Domini ' noſtri Jeſu 
Chriſti, et charitas Dei, et communicatio ſancti Spiritus, 
cum omnibus vobis. Et ut apertius in hac Trinitate 
unitatem ſubſtantiz fateamur, illud etiam nobis eſt in. 
tuendum, quomodo Deus, cum de mundi et hominis 
creatione diſponeret, ſacramentum Trinitatis oſtenderet, 
dicens: Faciamus hominem ad imaginem et ſimilitudi. 
nem noſtram. Cum dicit noſtram, oſtendit utique non 
unius. Cum vero imaginem et ſimilitudinem profert, 
æqualitatem diſtinctionis perſonarum inſinuat, ut in 
eodem opere Trinitatis ſit aperta cognitio, in quo nec 
pluralitas caſſa eft, nec ſimilitudo diſſentiens, dum et 
conſequentia fic loquuntur: Et dixit Deus, et fecit, et 
benedixit Deus. Et neceſſe eſt ut creationis totius 
auctor Deus unus fit. Quam fidei rationem antiqua 
denique per Moſen benedictio pandit et comprobat, qua 
benedicere populum ſacramento trinæ invocationis ju- 
betur. Ait enim Deus ad Moſen: Sic benedices po- 

pulum meum et ego benedicam illos. Benedicat te 
Dominus, et cuſtodiat te. Illuminet Dominus faciem 
ſuam ſuper te, et miſereatur tui. Attollat Dominus 
faciem ſuam ſuper te, et det tibi pacem. Quod hoe 
ipſum Propheta David affirmat, dicens: Benedicat nos 
Deus, Deus noſter, benedicat nos Deus, et metuant 
eum omnes fines terræ. Quam Trinitatis unitatem ſu- 
pernæ Angelorum virtutes hymno venerantur, et ter 


numero, Sanctus, Sanctus, Sanctus Dominus Deus Sa- 
baoth 
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daoth, indeſinenti canentes ore, in unius faſtigium do- 
minationis gloriam ejus exaltant. Quod ut adhuc aper- 
nus fidelium-ſenſibus inculcetur, cœleſtium myſteriorum 
conſcium producimus Paulum. Ait enim: Diviſiones 
autem donationum ſunt, idem autem Spiritus: et divi- 
viſiones miniſtrationum ſunt, idem autem Dominus: 
et diviſiones operationum ſunt, idem vero Deus qui 
operatur omnia in omnibus. Et certe has diviſionum 
differentias pro qualitate ac merito participantium, Spi- 
ritum ſanctum docuit operari, cum ipſarum gratiarum 
differentias partiretur, in ultimis intulit, dicens : Hzc 
autem omnia operatur unus atque idem Spiritus, divi- 
dens propria unicuique prout vult. Unde nullius am- 
biguitati relinquitur locus, quin clareat Spiritum ſanc- 
tum et Deum eſſe, et ſuæ voluntatis actorem, qui cunc- 
ta operari, et ſecundum propriæ voluntatis arbitrium 
divine diſpenſationis dona largiri apertiſſime demonſtra- 
tur. Quia ubi voluntaria diſtributio prædicatur, non 
poteſt videri conditio ſervitutis. In creatura enim ſer- 
vitus intelligenda eſt, in Trinitate vero dominatio ac 
libertas. ET UT ADHUC LUCE CLARIUS UNIUS DI- 
VINITATIS ESSE CUM PATRE ET FiLlo SPIRITUM 
SANCTUM DOCEAMUS, JoANxNIs EVANGELIST TES- 
TIMONIO COMPROBATUR, AIT NAMQUE: TRES SUNT 
QUI TESTIMONIUM PERHIBENT IN COELO, PATER, 
VerRBUM, ET SPIRITUS SANCTUS, ET HI TRES UN- 
UM SUNT. Numquid ait tres-in differentiz qualitate 
lejuncti, aut quibuſlibet diverſitatum gradibus longo ſe- 
parationis intervallo diviſi? Sed tres, inquit, unum 
lunt. Ut autem magis magiſque ſancti Spiritus cum 
972 Patre, 
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Patre, et Filio, una divinitas in creandis rebus omnibyg 
demonſtraretur, habes creatorem Spiritum ſanctum in 
libro Job primo: Spiritus, inquit, divinus eſt qui fecit 
me, et Spiritus omnipotentis qui docet me. Et Dayid 
dicit : Emitte Spiritum tuum et creabuntur, et reno. 
vabis faciem terræ. Si renovatio et creatio per Spirit. 
um erit, fine dubio et principium creationis fine ſpiritu 
non fuit. Poſt creationem igitur oſtendamus, quia vi. 
vificat etiam Spiritus ſanctus ſicut Pater et Filius. Equi- 
dem de perſona Patris refert Apoſtolus: Teſtor in con- 
ſpectu Dei qui vivificat omnia. Vitam vero dat Chril. 
tus: Oves, inquit, me vocem meam audiunt, et ego 
vitam æternam do illis. Vivificamur vero à Spiritu 
ſancto, ipſo dicente Domino: Spiritus eſt qui viviſicat, 
Ecce una vivificatio Patris, et Filii, et Spiritus ſand 
aperte monſtrata eſt. Præſcientiam rerum omnium in 
Domino eſſe et occultorum cognitionem licèt nemo 
Chriſtanus ignoret, tamen ex Danielis libro monſtran- 
dum eſt. Deus, inquit, qui occultorum cognitor es, 
qui præſcius omnium antequam naſcantur. Hæc eadem 


præſcientia in Chriſto eſt, ſicut refert Evangeliſta : Ab 


initio autem ſciebat Jeſus quis eſſet eum traditurus, vel 
qui eſſent non credentes in eum. Quod fit autem oc- 
cultorum cognitor, ex hoc manifeſtum eſt, cum obſcura 
conſilia Judæorum traducens dicebat: Quid cogitatis 
nequam in cordibus veſtris.? Similiter præſcire omnia 
Spiritum ſanctum ipſe manifeſtavit dicens ad apoſtolos: 
Cum venerit Spiritus veritatis, docebit vos omnia & 
ventura annunciabit vobis. Qui ventura nuntiare per. 


hibetur, præſcire omnia non dubitatur, quia ipſe ſcru- 
tatur 
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tatur etiam altitudines Dei, & novit omnia quz in Deo 
ſunt : ſicut memorat Paulus dicens: Spiritus enim om- 
nia ſcrutatur etiam altitudines. Dei. Item in eodem 
loco: Sicut nemo ſcit hominum que ſunt hominis niſi 
ſpiritus ejus qui in ipſo eſt: ita nemo ſcit que ſunt 
Dei niſi Spiritus Dei. | 


Ad intelligendam vero potentiam Spiritus ſancti, 
pauca de terribilibus proferamus. Vendiderat poſſeſſio- 
nem, ut ſcriptum eſt in Actibus Apoſtolorum, ſuppreſſa 
parte pecuniæ doloſus diſcipulus, reliquum pro toto 
ante pedes ponens Apoſtolorum. Offendit Spiritum 
ſanctum quem putabat latere. Sed quid ad eum dixit 
continuo beatus Petrus: Anania, quare ſatanas replevit 
cor tuum, ut mentireris Spiritui Sancto? & infra: non 
es mentitus hominibus, ſed Deo. Atque ita percuſſus 
virtute ejus cui mentiri voluerat, expiravit. Quid hic 
vult beatus Petrus intelligi Spiritum Sanctum? Uti- 
que clarum eſt, cum dicit : Non es mentitus hominibus, 
ſed Deo. Manifeſtum eſt ergo, quoniam qui mentitur 
Spiritui ſancto, Deo mentitur : & qui credit in Spiritum 
ſanctum, credit in Deum. Tale aliquid, imo fortius 
quiddam, dominus in Evangelio oſtendit: omne pecca- 
tum & blaſphemia remittitur hominibus : qui autem 
blaſphemat in Spiritum ſanctum, non remittetur ei ne- 
que in hoc ſeculo neque in futuro. Ecce terribili ſen- 
tentia irremĩſſibile dicit eſſe peccatum ei qui in Spiritum 
ſanctum blaſphemaverit. Compara huic ſententiæ illud 
quod ſcriptum eſt in libro Regum : Si peccando pecca- 
verit vir in virum, orabunt pro eo: fi autem in Domi- 

num 
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num peccaverit, quis orabit pro eo? Si ergo blaſphe. 
mare in Spiritum ſanctum, & peccare in Deum ſimile, 
id eſt inexpiabile crimen eſt, jam quantus fit Spiritus 
ſanctus unuſquiſque cognoſcit. Deus, quod ubique ſit 
præſens, impleat omnia, ore diſcimus Eſaiæ: Ego, in. 
quit, Deus approximans, & non de longinquo? Si 
abſconditus fuerit homo in abſconditis, ergo ego non 
videbo eum? nonne cœlum & terram ego impleo? 
Quod autem Deus ſit ubique, ſalvator in evangelio: 
Ubicunque, ait, fuerint duo vel tres collecti in nomine 
meo, ibi & ego ſum in medio eorum. De ſpiritu adz- 
què ſancto, quod adſit ubique, dicit Propheta ex per- 
ſona Dei: Ego in vobis, & ſpiritus meus ſtat in medio 
veſtrum. Et Salomon ait: Spiritus domini replevit 
orbem terrarum, & hoc, quod continet omnia, ſcien- 
tiam habet vocis. Item David dicit: Quo ibo à Spiritu 
tuo, & a facie tua quo fugiam? ſi aſcendero in cœlum, 
tu illic es; ſi deſcendero in infernum, ades: Si ſump- 
ſero pennas meas in directum, et habitavero in extremis 
maris: Etenim illic manus tua deducet me, & contine- 
bit me dextera tua. Habitat Deus in ſanctis ſuis ſecun- 
dum promiſſionem, quia dixerat: Habitabo in illis. 
Quod vero dominus Jeſus dicit in evangelio: Manete 
in me, & ego in vobis: probat hoc Paulus dicens: An 
neſcitis quia Jeſus Chriſtus eſt in vobis? Hoc autem 
totum in Spiritus habitatione adimpletur, ſicut memo- 
rar Joannes : Ex hoc, inquit, ſcimus quia in nobis eſt, 
quia de Spiritu ſuo dedit nobis. Similiter & Paulus: 
Neſcitis quia templum Dei eſtis, & Spiritus Dei habitat 
in vobis? Et iterum dicit : Glorificate et portate Deum 

in 
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in corpore veſtro. Quem Deum? Utique Spiritum 
ſanctum, cujus templum eſſe videmur. Nam quod ar- 
guat Pater, arguat Filius, arguat Spiritus ſanctus, ita 
probatum eſt. In Pſalmo quadrageſimo nono legitur: 
Peccatori autem dicit Deus. Et infra : Arguam te, et 
ſtatuam contra faciem tuam. David ſimiliter orans di- 
cit ad Chriſtum: Domine, ne in ira tua arguas me, 
quia ipſe venturus eſt arguere omnem carnem. Quod 
vero de Spiritu ſancto ſalvator in evangelio,; cum vene- 
rit inquit, Paraclitus, ille arguet mundum de peccato, 
et de juſtitia, et de judicio. Hoc providens David cla- 
mabat Dominum : Quo ibo à Spiritu tuo, et a facie tua 
quo fugiam? Nam et quod bonus fit Pater, bonus Filius, 
bonus Spiritus ſanctus, ſic probatur. Dicit Propheta: 
Bonus es tu, Domine, et in bonitate tua doce me juſtifi- 
cationes tuas. De ſe autem ipſe unigenitus : Ego ſum 
paſtor bonus. De Spiritu æquè ſancto David in pſalmo 
dicit: Spiritus tuus bonus deducet me in terram rectam. 
Quis autem illam dignitatem Spiritus ſancti poſſit 
tacere? Antiqui enim Prophetæ clamabant: Hæc 
dicit Dominus. Hanc vocem Chriſtus adveniens in 
ſuam perſonam revocavit dicens: Ego autem dico vobis. 
Novi autem Prophetæ quid clamabant? ſic Agabus 
Propheta in Actibus apoſtolorum: Hæc dicit Spiritus 
ſanctus. Et Paulus ad Timotheum : Spiritus, inquit, 
manifeſte dicit. Quæ vox omnino demonſtrat indiffe- 
rentiam Trinitatis. Dicit ſe Paulus à Deo Patre & 
Chriſto vocatum fuiſſe et miſſum. Paulus, inquit, 
Apoſtolus non ab hominibus, neque per hominem, ſed 
per Jeſum Chriſtum et Dominum patrem. In actibus 
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autem apoſtolorum legitur quod a Spiritu ſan&o fit 
ſegregatus et miſſus. Sic enim ſcriptum eſt : Hæc dicit 
Spiritus ſanctus: Segregate mihi Barnabam et Saulum, 
in opus quo vocavi eos. Et paulo poſt: Ipſi, inquit, 
miſſi ab Spiritu ſancto deſcenderunt Seleuciam. Item 
in eodem libro: attendite vobis et univerſo gregi, in 
quo vos Spiritus ſanctus conſtituit epiſcopos. Ne quis 
autem Spiritum ſanctum, quia Paraclitus dictus eſt, 
contemptibile aliquid æſtimet. Paraclitus enim advo. 
catus eſt, vel poſitus conſolator, ſecundum Latinam 
linguam. Quæ appellatio etiam Filio Dei communis 
eſt, ſicut dicit Joannes: Hæc, inquit, ſcribo vobis ne 
peccetis. Sed ſi quis peccaverit, Paraclitum habemus 
apud Patrem, Jeſum Chriſtum. Nam et ipſe Dominus, 
cum dicit ad Apoſtolos, Alterum Paraclitum mittet vo- 
dis Pater: ſine dubio cum dicit alterum Paraclitum, ſe 
quoque Paraclitum manifeſtat. Sed neque à Patre hoc 
nomen Paracliti alienum eſt. Beneficentiæ enim nomen 
eſt, non naturæ. Denique ad Corinthios Paulus ita 
ſcribit : Benedictus Deus, et Pater Domini noſtri Jeſu 
Chriſti, pater miſericordiarum, et Deus totius conſola- 
tionis, qui nos conſolatur. Et cam conſolator dicitur 
Pater, conſolator dicitur Filius, conſolator etiam Spiri- 
tus ſanctus, una tamen nobis conſolatio 3 Trinitate 
præſtatur, ſicut et una remiſſio peccatorum, Apoſtolo 
affirmante: Abluti, inquit, eſtis et juſtificati, et ſanQi- 
ficati eſtis in nomine Domini noſtri Jeſu Chriſti, et in 
Spiritu Dei noſtri. Poſſemus plura adhuc de divinis 
ſcripturis proferre teſtimonia, que juxta baptiſmi ſacra- 
mentum Trinitatem unius gloriz, operationis, ac po- 

tentiæ 
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tentiæ manifeſtant. Sed quia ex his plenus eſt ſapien- 
tibus intellectus, multa preterivimus ſtudio bre- 


vitatis. 


Faciamus ergo recapitulationem dictorum noſtrorum. 
Si de Patre procedit Spiritus ſanctus, fi liberat, ſi Do- 
minus eſt & ſanctificat; fi creat cum Patre & Filio 
et ſi vivificat, ſi præſcientiam habet eum Patre et 
Filio, ſi ubique eſt & implet omnia, ſi habitat in electis, 
fi arguit mundum, ſi judicat, fi bonus & rectus eſt, fi 
de eo clamatur, Hæc dicit Spiritus ſanctus, fi Prophetas 
conſtituit, fi Apoſtolos mittit, ft Epiſcopos præficit, fi 
conſolator eſt, ſi cuncta diſpenſat prout vult, ſi abluit 
& juſtificat, fi tentatores ſuos interficit, fi is qui eum 
blaſphemaverit non habet remiſſionem neque in hoc 
ſeculo neque in futuro, quod utique Deo proprium eſt: 
Hæc cum ita ſint, cur de eo dubitatur quod Deus non 
ſit, cum operum magnitudine quod eſt ipſe manifeſtet? 
Non utique alienum eſſe à Patris et Filii majeſtate, qui 
non eſt ab opere virtutum alienus. Fruſtra illi nomen 
divinitatis negatur, cujus poteſtas non poteſt abnegari. 
Fruſtra prohibebor eum cum Patre et Filio venerari, 
quem exigor cum Patre et Filio confiteri. Si ille mihi, 
cum Patre et Filio, confert remiſſionem peccatorum, 
confert ſanctificationem et vitam perpetuam, ingratus 
ſum nimis et impius ſi ei cum Patre et Filio non refero 
gloriam. Aut ſi non cum Patre et Filio colendus, ergo 
nec confitendus in baptiſmo eſt, Si autem omnimodo 
confitendus eſt ſecundum dictum Domini et traditionem 


Apoſtolorum, ne ſemiplena ſit fides, quis me poterit ab 
* ejus 
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ejus cultu prohibere ? In quem enim credere jubeor, ei 
etiam deinde ſupplicabo. Adorabo ergo Patrem, ado. 
rabo et Filium, adorabo et Spiritum ſanctum una 
eademque veneratione. Quod ſi quis durum hoc putat, 
audiat quomodo David ad culturam Dei fideles hortatur, 
Adorate, inquit, ſcabellum pedum ejus. Si religionis 
eſt adorare ſcabellum pedum ejus, quanto magis religio- 
ſum ſi ejus Spiritus adoratur? ille utique Spiritus quem 
beatus Petrus in tanta ſublimitate prædicavit, dicens: 
Spiritu ſancto miſſo de cœlis, in quem concupiſcunt An- 
geli proſpicere. Si Angeli eum cupiunt aſpicere, quanto 
magis nos homines mortales deſpicere non debemus, ne 
forte et nobis dicatur ſicut dictum eſt ad Judæos: Vos 
ſemper Spiritui ſancto reſtitiſtis, ſicut et patres veſtri, 


Quod ſi hæc tanta et talia non inclinant animum ad 
venerandum Spiritum ſanctum, accipe adhuc aliquid 
fortius. Sic enim Paulus inſtruit Prophetas eccleſiæ in 
quibus utique et per quos Spiritus ſanctus loquebatur. 
Si, inquit, omnes prophetaverint, intret autem aliquis 
infidelis aut 1diota, convincitur ab omnibus, examina- 
tur ab omnibus, occulta quoque cordis ejus manifeſta 
ſunt: et tunc cadens in faciem adorabit Deum, pronun- 
tians quia vere. Deus in vobis eſt. Et utique in eis Spi- 
ritus ſanctus eſt qui prophetant. Si ergo infideles ca. 
dunt in faciem, et adorant Spiritum ſanctum perterriti, 
et confitentur inviti, quanto magis fidelibus expedit ut 
voluntariè et ex affectu adorent Spiritum ſanctum? Ado- 
ratur autem Spiritus ſanctus non quaſi ſeparatim, more 
gentilium, ſicut nec Filius ſeparatim adoratur, quia in 


dextera 
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dextera Patris eſt : ſed cum adoramus Patrem, credi- 
mus nos et Filium et Spiritum ſanctum adorare: quia 
et cum Filium invocamus Patrem nos credimus invocare, 
et cum Patrem rogamus a Filio nos exaudiri confidimus, 
ficut ipſe Dominus dixit : Quicquid petieritis Patrem in 
nomine meo ego faciam, ut honorificetur Pater in Filio. 
Et ſi Spiritus ſanctus adoratur, ille utique adoratur cujus 
eſt Spiritus. Illud autem nullus ignorat, quia divine 
majeſtati nec addi quicquam nec minui humanis ſup- 
plicationibus poteſt, ſed unuſquiſque ſecundum propoſi- 
tum voluntatis ſuæ, aut gloriam ſibi acquirit fideliter 
venerando, aut confuſionem perpetuam pertinaciter re- 
ſiſtendo. Certum eſt enim, quia contentio et ſuperbia 
damnat: honorificentia vero fructum devotionis ex- 
pectat. Quare autem fideles non honorificent integre 
Trinitatem, ad quam ſe pertinere confidunt, cujus no- 
mine ſe renatos, cujus ſervos ſe nominari gloriantur ? 
Nam ſicut ad nomen Dei patris homines Dei appellantur, 
ut Helias homo Dei dictus eſt, ut Moſes homo Dei ap- 
pellatus eſt: fic i Chriſto Chriſtiani nuncupamur, fic 
etiam ab Spiritu ſpiritales appellamur. Si igitur vocetur 
quis homo Dei, et non ſit Chriſtianus, nihil eſt. Qui 
{1 Chriſtianus vocetur, et non fuerit ſpiritalis, nec * 
ſatis de falute confidat. 


Sit ergo nobis, ſecundum ſalutaris baptiſmi confeſſio- 
nem, fides integra Trinitatis, ſit una devotio pietatis, 
nec more gentilium poteſtatum diverſitates opinemur, 
aut creaturam quantum ad deitatem in Trinitate ſuſpi- 
cemur, fed nec Judzorum ſcandalo moveamur qui filium 


* G 2 Dei 
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Dei negant, qui Spiritum ſanctum non adorant: ſed 
potius perfectam Trinitatem adorantes et magnificantes, 
ſicut in myſteriis ore noſtro dicimus, ita conſcientia te. 
neamus: Sanctus, Sanctus, Sanctus Dominus Deus 
Sabaoth, Ter dicentes Sanctus unam omnipotentiam 
confitemur, quia una eſt religio, una glorificatio Tri. 
nitatis, ut audiamus ab Apoſtolo ſicut audierunt Corin. 
thii: Gratia Domini noſtri Jeſu Chriſti, et dilectio Dei, 
et communicatio Spiritus ſancti, cum omnibus vobis, 


Hæc eſt fides noſtra Evangelicis et Apoſtolicis tradi. 
tionibus, et omnium quz in hoc mundo ſunt catholica. 
rum eccleſiarum ſocietate fundata, in qua nos, per gra- 
tiam Dei omnipotentis, permanere uſque ad finem vitæ 
hujus confidimus et ſperamus. 


Directa xii kalendarum Majarum, per Januarium 
Zattarenſem, Villaticum i Caſis medianis, epiſcopos Nu- 
midiæ; Bonifacio Foratianenſi, Bonifacio Gatianenſi, 
epiſcopis Byzacenis, 


# 
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His definitionibus provocatæ à nobis & revictæ he- 
reſes omnes, five quæ poſteræ, ſive quæ coætaneæ 
Apoſtolorum, dummodo diverſæ: five generaliter, five 
ſpecialiter notatæ ab eis, dummodo prædamnatæ; au- 
deat reſpondere, & ipſæ aliquas ejuſmodi præſcriptiones 
adverſus noſtram diſciplinam. Si enim negant verita- 
tem ejus, debent probare illam quoque hzrefin eſſe, ea- 

| dem 
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dem forma revictam, qua ipſz revincuntur ; & oſten- 
dere ſimul ubinam quærenda ſit veritas, quam apud 
illas non eſſe jam conſtat. Poſterior noſtra res non eſt, 
immo omnibus prior eſt : hoc erit teſtimonium veritatis, 
ubique occupantis principatum, ab Apoſtolis utique non 
damnatur, immo defenditur: hoc erit indicium propri- 
ctatis. Quam enim non damnant, qui extraneam 
quamque damnaverunt, ſuam oſtendunt, ideoque & de- 
fendunt. Age jam qui voles curioſitatem melius exer- 
cere in negotio ſalutis tuæ, percurre Eccleſias Apoſtoli- 
cas, apud quas ipſz adhuc cathedræ Apoſtolorum ſuis 
locis præſident, apud quas ipſz authenticæ litteræ eo- 
rum recitantur, ſonantes vocem, & repræſentantes fa- 
ciem uniuſcujuſque. Proxima eſt tibi Achaia? habes 
Corinthum. Si non longe es a Macedonia, habes Phi- 
lippos, habes Theſſalonicenſes. Si potes in Aſiam ten- 
dere, habes Epheſum. Si autem Italiæ adjaces, Ro- 
mam, unde nobis quoque authoritas præſto eſt. 
[TERTULL, de Præſcript. Hæret. C. xxv. xxvi. ] 
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Latin MSS of the BinLE, which contain the ſeven canonical Epiſtles, 

in the Royal Library at Paris. 

THE NUMBER THE CONTENTS . ITs$ SUPPOSED THE PREFACE 
OF THE uss OF EACH us. AGE. OR PROLOGUE 
AS MARKED or JEROME, 
IN THE L1= 
PRARY, 

No. 

1 The whole Bible. 9 Century. Has the Prol. (a) 
3 The whole Bible. 9 Century. Has the Prologue. 


3 (2 Vols.) 


( This Bible has the following inſciption. Z. D. $50 Carolo Calvo obtulerunt Vivianus Comes 
et Petrus Metenfis, dum Turoni werſaretur." 5 
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The Number Rc. The Contents of each MS, Its ſoppoſed age. The Preface ke. 
No. | 
. I The whole 
4 ( Vols.) ** Goſpels. bark. pats " 9 Century, Has the Prologue. 
The whole, except 
5 (3'Vels.) Te r 8 23 Century. Has the Prologue 
6 (A Vole.) The whole Bible. 10 Century. Has the Prologue. 
7 The v Bible. n IT Century. Has the Prologue. 
8 (2 Vols. except the Apoc ; 11 Century. Has the Prologue, 
, 4 Part of the Old "Teſtament 8 logue 
9 Java all the new except oo 12 Century. Has not the Pro- 
Apocalypſe. logne. (6) 
10 The whole Bible. 13 Century. Has the Prologue. 
II The whole Bible. 13 Century. Has the Prologue, 
Part of the Old and the 
12 ö We of the New er 13 Century. Has the Prologue. 
13 'The whole Bible. 13 Century. Has the Prologue. 
T4 The whole Bible, 13 Century. Has the Prologue. 
15 The whole Bible. 13 Century. Has the Prologue. 
16 The whole Bible. 13 Century. Has the Prologue, 
27 The whole Bible. 13 Century, Has the Prologue. 
7 Biblia Pape 
; vocata Cal. 
« Clementis Pa- 
18 The whole Bible. pa vi.) A. (Fas thePrologue. 
D. 1378 ad; 
1394. J 
T9 (2 Vols.) The whole Bible. 14 Century. Has the Prologue. 
20 The whole Bible. 14 Century. Has the Prologue. 
25 The whole Bible. 14 Century. Has the Prologue. 
2 Ie whole Bible. 14 Century. Has the Prologue. 
23 The whole Bible. 14 Century. Has the Prologue. 
24 The whole Bible. 14 Century. Has the Prologue. 
76. The whole Bible. 14 Century, Has the Prologue. 
x7 The whole Bible. 14 Century. Has the Prologue, 
2-8 The whole Bible. 14 Century, Has the Prologue. 
20 The whole Bible. 14 Century. Has the Prologue. 
30 "The whole Bible. 14 Century. Has the Prologue. 
3 The whole Bible. 14 Century. Has the Prologue. 
32 The whole Bible. 14 Century. Has the Prologue. 
43 The whole Bible. 14 Century. Has the Prologue. 
24 The whole Bible. 14 Century. Has the Prologue. 
35 'The whole Bible. : 14 Century. Has the Prologue. 
| 26 The whole Bible. 14 Century. Has the Prologue 
NM. 37 Ihe whole Bible. 14 Century. Has the Prologue. 
3 28 The whole Bible. 14 Century. Has the Prologue. 
„ 39 The whole Bible. 14 Century. Has the Prologue. 
1 4 * The whole Bible. 14 Century. Has the Prologue. 
. 4i —eycept a part of Geneſis. 14 Century. Has the Prologue. 
„ 42 except th- Pfalms. 14 Century. Has the Prologre. 
FW "4 63 J l a part af gt. Paul 5 14 Century, Has the Prologue: 
| 7 63. 47 —pizges occaſionally loſt. 11 Century, Has the Prologue. 
*4% 8 Part 


_ ( Then mie Prologue vas no? fourd i. its uſnnl ation. viz. immediately before the Epiſtle of 5. 
J<ant, 12 vas f1gfured, without forther cæamstion, that the M did not contam it. 
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Tne Namber Kc. 
No. 


93 
104 


111 
116 


135 


137 


140 
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The Contents of each MS. 


Part only of the Old Teſta- 
ment & the Acts. the {even 


Canonical Epiſtles, the Epiſ- 

"tle to the Romans and the 

A 1 

— I. Epiſtle of 

J St. Jebn is mutilated in par- 

ticular. 
Part of the Old and all the 

5 New Teſtament. 

Part of Old, all New Teſt. 

Part of Old, all New Teft. 
Part of the Old, and all the 

0 New Teſtament, except the 
Goſpels. 
Part Pot the Old, and all the 
New Teſtament, except the 
Goſpel of St. Matthew and 
the Acts of the Apoſtles. 
Part of the Old, and the 

whole of the New Teſta- 
ment. 
Part of the Old, and the 
Acts, the Canonical Epiſtles, 
and the Apocalypſe of the 
New Teſtament. 
Part of the Old, and the 

; whole of the New Teſta» 
ment. 

The whole Bible. 

'The whole Bible. 

The whole Bible. 

The whole Bible. 

The whole Bible. 

The whole Bible. 

'The whole Bible. 

The whole Bible. 

The whole Bible. 

The whole Bible. 

'The whole Bible. 

The whole Bible. 

The whole Bible. 


The whole Bible. 


The whole Bible, 
The whole Bible. 
The whole Bible. 


The whole Bible. 


The whole Bible. 
except the Pſalms. 

Part of the Old, and the 
= of the New Teſta- 


ment 


12 Century, 


9 munen 


; 12 Gabe 


12 Century. 
13 Century. 


12 Century. 
13 Century. 
15 Century. 
13 3 


14 Century. 
13 Century. 


13 Century. 
10 Century. 
13 Century, 
13 Century. 
13 Century. 
13 Century. 
14 Century. 
14 Century. 
14 Century. 
14. Century. 
14 Century. 
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Its ſuppoſed age. The Preface &c. 


Has the Prologue. 


Has not the Prol. 


Has the Prologue. 


Has the Prologue. 
Has the Prologue. 


Has the Prologue. 


Has the Prologne. 


Has the Prologue. 


Has the Prologue. 


Has the Prologue. 


Has the Prologue. 
Has the Prologue. 
Has the Prologue. 
Has the Prologue. 
Has not the Prol. 
Has the Prologue. 
Has the Prologue. 
Has the Prologue. - 
Has the Prologue. 
Has not the Prol. 
Has the Prologue. 
Has the Prologue. 


14 Century. Has the Prologue. 


be leaf loft ro here 


14 Cent. 925 Prologue is uſu- 


inſerted. 


14 Century. Has the Prologue. 
14 Century. Has the Prologue. 
14 Century. Has the Prologue. 


C 


19 leawes loft 


14 Century ÞB bere the Prol, is 


ua'ly iner ted. 


14 Century. TA the Prologue. 


14 Century. 


I4 Century. 


Has the Prologue. 
Has the Prologue. 


The whole Bible, except a 14 Century. Has the Prologue. 
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The Contents of cach Ms. Its ſuppoſed age, The Preface &e, 
The whole Bible, Io Century, Has the Prologue. 
The whole Bible. Io Century, the Prologue, 
The whole Bible. 13 Century. the Prologue. 
The whole Bible. 14 Century, Has the Prologue. 
The whole Bible, 14 Century, Has the Prologue. 
The whole Bible. 14 Century. Has the Prologuc. 
The whole Bible. 14 Century, Has the Prologue, 
The whole Bible. 14 Century. Has the Prologue. 
The whole Bible. 14 Century. Has the Prologue. 
The whole Bible. 14 Century. Has the Prologue. 
The whole Bible. 14 Century. Has the Prologue. 
The whole Bible. 14 Century. Has the Prologue. 
The whole Bible. 14 Century. Has the Prologue. 
The whole Bible. 14 Century. Has the Prologue. 
The whole Bible. 14 Century. Has the Prologue, 
The whole Bible. 14 Century. Has the Prologue. 
The whole Bible. 14 Century. Has the Prologue. 
The whole Bible. 14 Century. Has the Prologue. 
The whole Bible. 14 Century. Has the Prologue. 
The whole Bible. 14 Century. Has the Prologue. 
The whole Bible. 14 Century. Has the Prologue. 
The whole Bible. 14 Century. Has not the Pro. 
The whole Bible. 14 Century. Has the Prologue. 
The whole Bible. 14 Century. Has the Prologue. 
The whole Bible. 14 Century. Has the Prologue. 
The whole Bible. 14 Century. Has the Prologue. 
The whole Bible. 14 Century. Has the Prologue. 
The whole Bible. | I4 Century, Has the Prologue, 
The whole Bible. 14 Century. Has the Prologue. 
The whole Bible. 14 Century. Has the Prologue. 
The whole Bible. 14 Century, Has the Prologue. 
The whole Bible. I4 Century. Has not the Pro. 
The whole Bible. 14 Century. Has the Prologue. 
The whole Bible. 14 Century. Has the Prologue. 
The whole Bible. 14 Century. Has the Prologue. 
The whole Bible. 15 Century. Has the Prologue. 
The whole Bible. 15 Century, Has the Prologue. 
The whole Bible. 14 Century. Has the Prologue. 
Part of the Old Teſtament, 
i Epiſtle to the Romans 13 Century. Has not the Pro. 
and the Canonical Epiſtles, 
Part of the Old, and the . 
= of the New eie 14 Century. Has the Prologue 
ment. 
The whole of the New 
Teſtament. 9 Century, Has the Prologue. 
The whole New Teſt. 13 Century. Has the Prologue. 
The whole New Teſt. 13 Century. Has the Prologue. 
Part of Old, all New Teſt. 13 Century. Has the Prologue. 
1 8 —7 _ Ro 13 Century. Has the Prologue. 
The whole of the New Teſ- | 
ws 15 Century. Has the Prologue. 
The Acts, the Canonical E- . 
{pie the Epiſtles of St. 12 Century. Has the 2 
3 


Paul, and the Apocalypſe. 


* 


0 


Fa Acts, and the Canoni- 
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The Contents of each MS, 


The Acts, the Apocalypſe, | 
the Canonical Epiſtles and > 12 Century. Has the Prologue. 
the four Goſpels. | 


Its ſuppoſed age. The Preface &c, 


cal Epiſtles with the Gloſſa> 14 Century. Has not the Prol. 
Ordinaria. $3 

Acts, Canonical Epiſtles, A- 
pocalypſe with * Gloſſa 
Ordinaria. 

St. Paul's Epiſtles, Acts, 
Pagomical Epiſtles, - Apoca- 

e. 


14 Century. Has the Prologue. 


12 Century. Has the Prologue. | 


Canonical Epiſtles, Acts, 

Apocalypſe, Epiſtle to Ro- > 12 Century. Has not the Prol. 
mans, 

Canonical Epiſtles, 14 Century, Has the Prologue. 
The whole New Teſtament. 14 Century. Has not the Prol. 
The whole Bible. 14 Century. Has not the Prol. 
The whole Bible. 14 Century. Has not the Prol. 
The whole Bible. A. D. 1422. Has the Prologue. 
Catholic Epiſt les. 12 Century. Has not the Prol. 
Catholic Epiſtles. 14 Century. Has the — 2 

* N. B. This Book . could not 

The wile * Teſtament. — in the Summer of 1791.) 
The whole Bible, 13 Century. Has not the Prol. 
The whole Bible. 14 Century. Has the Prologue, 


St. Paul's Epiſtles, Canoni- 
cal Epiſtles; 
2 Catholic Epi 13 Century, Has not the Prol. 


Canonical Epiſtles, 9 Century. Has not the Prol. 


15 Century. Hasthe Prologue. 


In the Palatine Library at Vienna. 


Its ſuppoſed age, The Preface &c. 


13 Century. Has the Prologue; 
A. D. 1333. Has the Prologue. 
15 Century. Has the Prologue. 

9 Century. Has not the Prol.. 
14 Century. Has the Prologue. 
14 Century. Has the Prologue. 
14 Century. Hus the Prologue. 


Profefſor Al- 
gueſted to flate a 
of the contents 6 


. 


8 8 14 Century. Has the Prologue. 
"$I tz Century. Has the Prologue. 
3 883 14 Century. Has the Pr logue. 
8 14 Century. Has the Prologue. 
2282 12 Century. Has the Prologue. 
215 SZ 14 Century. Has the Prologue. 


N. B. Through a fear of giving 


A.D. 1247. Has the Prologue. 


N. B. There are ten Latin MSS of this kind in the Library of Trinity College Dub- 
lin, of which niue contain the Preligue. 
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mentarious_ parts of this we: are here included 


within brackets. 
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— 2, Fo 


COMMENT. 
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No XXXV. 


Non idem ordo eſt apud Græcos, qui integrè ſapiunt 
et fidem rectam ſectantur, epiſtolarum ſeptem quæ Ca- 
nonicæ nuncupantur, qui in Latinis codicibus invenitur. 
Ut quia Petrus primus eſt in numero Apoſtolorum, 


prime ſint etiam ejus epiſtolæ in ordine cæterarum. 
9 Sed 


—bↄ y f — 1 — 
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Sed ſicut Evangeliſtas dudum ad veritatis lineam cor. 
reximus, ita has proprio ordini, Deo nos juvante, red. 
didimus. Eſt enim prima earum una Jacobi; Petri 
duæ; Johannis tres; ei Judæ una: Quæ ſi ut ab eis di. 
geſtæ ſunt, ita quoque ab interpretibus fideliter in La. 
tinum verterentur eloquium, nec ambiguitatem legenti. 
bus facerent, nec ſermonum ſeſe varietas impugnaret ; 
illo præcique loco ubi de unitate Trinitatis in prima 
Fohannis epiſtola poſitum legimus. In qua etiam ab 
infidelibus tranſlatoribus multum erratum eſſe a fidei ve. 
ritate comperimus; trium tantum vocabula, hoc eſt, 
aquæ, ſanguinis, et ſpiritus in ſua editione ponentibus, 
et Patris Verbique ac Spiritus teſtimonium omittenti. 
bus (a) in quo maxime et fides Catholica roboratur, et 
Patris ac Filii ac Spiritus Sancti una divinitatis ſubſtan- 
tia comprobatur. In cæteris vero Epiſtolis, quantum a 
noſtra aliorum diſtet editio, lectoris prudentiæ dere- 
linquo. 


Sed tu virgo Chriſti, Euſtochium, dum a me impenſius 
Scripturæ veritatem inquiris, meam quodammodo ſe- 
nectutem invidorum dentibus corrodendam exponis, 
qui me falſarium corruptoremque ſacrarum ſcripturarum 
pronunciant. Sed ego in tali opere, nec æmulorum 
meorum invidentiam pertimeſco, nec ſanctæ ſcripturæ 
veritatem poſcentibus denegabo. 


No. XXXVI. 


(a) Vallarfius reads omittentes and ponentes. 
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No. XXXVI. 


Nor. The Greek MSS, now in the Royal Li- 
brary at Paris, which have been attributed to -R. 
Stephens by Le Long, Wetſtein and Grieſbach, 
have tables of contents, or indexes, written on paper, 
annexed to them. Theſe paper-indexes are generally 
fixed with paſte, or wafers, to the inſide of the cover 
of each MS. It is not now known who compoſed 


them : but they are modern. 


They do not affirm the MSS to have belonged to 
R. Stephens; but ſome ſubſequent ſcribe has ſuper- 
added that aſſertion (for the hand-writing is palpa- 
bly different) to ſome of them. 


Fa conjecture may be hazarded on the ſubject, 
theſe paper-indexes ſeem to haue been made about the 
middle of the laſt, and the ſupcradditions at the be- 
ginning of the preſent, century. 


T heſe obſervations being premiſed, a very brief ac- 
count ſhall now be ſubjoined of all thoſe Greek MSS 


in this Library, which are (erroneouſly) imputed 10 
R. Stephens, 


MS NO. 84 


Is a thick quarto, formerly marked 1508, and under 
another 
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another numeration 2867. It contains the four Gof. 
pels. Got, | 


It was once marked cI9CCCLXXxXx, and number 118 


has been written on its firſt page. It carries the coro- 
' netted F and the fleur de lis. 


The paper-index was made whilſt the MS was mark- 
ed 1508, for it bears that number at its head. 


It is of the eleventh century. There is no Memo. 
randum, -Note, or indorſement upon or within this 
MS, affirming it to have belonged to R. Stephens, 


MS NO. 106 


Is a very thick quarto, and- contains the whole 
the New Teſtament, the Apocalypſe excepted. It was 
formerly marked 1523 and 2871. 


It carries the H, but not coronetted. The writer of 
the paſted paper-index attributes it to the twelfth cen- 
tury. © Is codex olim Monachi cujuſdam, Rhacendyte 


nomine, quartuſque ex eorum numero quos R. Stepha- 
nus exhibuit.“ 


MS NO. 112 


Is a thick oQavo, formerly marked 2205 and 3425. 
| It 
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It contains the four Goſpels, the Acts, and all the Epiſ- 
tles, and carries the coronetted H. 


It has few abbreviations. The ink is very pale in 
the Goſpel of St. Matthew, but becomes ſtronger to- 
wards the end of the volume, as is the caſe with the 
Dublin MS. It reſembles that MS in another inſtance, 
namely in having double dots over its i and ö. 


It is of the eleventh century, and the writer of the 
paper. index ſays it is the « of R. Stephens. 


MS NO. 72 


Is a thick quarto, formerly belonging to the Colber- 
tine Library, and there marked 2467. It was after- 
wards numbered in the Royal Library 2244. | 


It contains the four Goſpels ; but that of St. Mat- 
thew is defective, beginning at the words wagadu 0 ui 
9: in the fifth chapter. 


It has not the punctulum ſubjectum, but writes rw 
bei, Twi pin & c. and is of the eleventh century. 


It has not the coronetted H or F, or the fleur de lis. 
Nor is there any note or indorſement upon or within 
it. affirming it to have belonged to R. Stephens. 
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us NO. 47 


Is a very thick, but ſhort folio, formerly marked 
2241. It contains the Acts, all the Epiſtles, and the 
Apocalypſe. N 


It has not the coronetted H or F, or the flevr de lis. 
Nor is there any note or indorſement upon or within 
it, affirming it to have belonged to R. Stephens. 


At the cloſe of the book the ſcribe declares himſelf 
to be Nicephorus Cannavius, and that he finiſhed his 
work at Conſtantinople in A. M. 6872, according to the 
Grecian computation, or in A. H. 1364. 


It came into the Royal Library by purchaſe in A. D. 
1687. | 


MS NO. 49 


Is a thin folio, formerly marked 734 and 2242. It 
contains the four Goſpels, and has not the coronetted H. 
The writer of the paſted paper-index ſays “ in lu- 
cem protulit R. Stephanus;“ but he ventures no further. 


A more modern hand writes on this index, that this 
MS is of the eleventh century. It is certainly of a 
later date. 


MS 
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MS NO. 62, 


Is a thick quarto, formerly marked 1558 and 2861, 
and has the coronetted H and the fleur-de lis. 


It contains the four Goſpels, with a few defalcations, 


It is written in uncial letters, and theſe not inclined, 
and ſeems to be of the eighth century, The manus 
recentior ſays, ** Roberto Stephano nn. 


MS NO. 102. 


Is a quarto volume, formerly marked 1641 and 2870. 
It has the coronetted H. 


The writer of the paſted paper-index ſays—* Nob. 
Stephano WE 


It ſeems to be of the eleventh century, and contains 
the whole New Teſtament, except the Goſpels and the 


Apocalypſe, 
MS NO. 237. 


Is a quarto volume, formerly marked 607, and 
2369, and has the coronetted H, 
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It contains the Acts, all the Epiſtles, and the Apo. 
calypſe ; with Scholiq, evidently by a more modern 
hand. 


It is written in uncials inclined, has few contracti. 
ons, and ſeems to be of the tenth century, 


No XXXVII. 


Ratio were Theologia, per Eraſmum. (Edit. Le Clere, 
1704, vol. v. p. 74-115.) 


Quod apud Feannem capite duodecimo Phariſei del. 
tinant & Lazarum interficere: typum habet, quod im- 
probi non ſolùm oderunt Chri/tum ipſum, ſed eos quo- 
que per quos Chriſti nomen illuſtratur, Adnotandus 
eſt apud eumdem circulus in quo ferè ſe volvit, ubique 
& ſocietatem & fœdus Chriſtianum commendans : præ- 
ſertim capite duodecimo, & decimo tertio, ſe declarat 
idem eſſe cum Patre: adeo ut qui Filium norit, norit 
& Patrem ; qui Filium ſpernat, ſpernat & Patrem : nec 
ſeparatur ab hac communione Spiritus Sanctus. Sic 
enim legis in Epiſtola: Tres ſunt qui teſtimonium dant 
in cœlo, Pater, Sermo, & Spiritus : | atque hi tres unum 


ſunt. In idem conſortium trahit ſuos, quos palmites 


appellat : obſecrans, ut quemadmodum ipſe idem erat 
cum Patre, ita & illi idem eſſent ſecum. Impertit ĩiſ- 
dem communem Patris ſuumque Spiritum, omnia con- 
ciliantem. 7 


No. XX XVI. 
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Ne XXXVII. 


| [After @ ſhort introduction, and deſcription of the MS, 
both here omitted, M. Zoellner thus proceeds. ] 


Per longum temporis ſpatium, multi (ne dicam om- 
nes) Critici inter Germanos et Bataves, La Crozii ſen- 
tentia freti, flocci fecere codicem noſtrum ; nec Met. 
ſtenius eum dignum exiſtimavit qui valeret ad confirm» 
andam lectionem aliquam variantem. Nec efle vide- 
batur cur La Croxis difiderent, Bibliothecæ enim 
Regiæ præerat; habebat igitur copiam, pro lubitu, 
ſcrutandi; vir erat eruditiſſimus, fidei Nicenæ addic- 
tus. Non defuere tamen qui La Crozio aſſentire dubi- 
tarent, id potiſſimum urgentes, eum nullo argumento 
ſententiam ſuam confirmaſſe, nec unicum unquam in 
medium protuliſſe ſphalma typographicum, quod è Po- 
lyslottis Compl. in codicem Ravianum irrepſerit. Nee de- 
crant rationes quibus exornabant viri eruditifſimi contrarium. Lon- 
gior eſſem {i vel potiſſimorum argumentorum mentionem facere vellem 
quibus nituntur Michaelis (in Enleitung &c.) I. M. Goexe, Paſtor Ham- 
barg (in Vertheidigung &c.) et pluribus aliis ſcriptis quz contra Sem- 
lrum, Prof. Halenſem edidit. Quz fuſius repetens ne tibi moleſtus 
ſim, ſummam tantum eorum tibi ob oculos ponam eaque addam 
quæ ipſe codicem diligenter volvendo inveni. 


Novitas externa negari omnino non poteſt. Mem- 
brana admodum alba eſt; et ei adhuc calx, ſive creta, 
adhæret. Verum enim vero vix, ac ne vix quidem, 


exinde fraudem evinci poſſe, exiſtimo. Creta enim, 
* quæ 
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quæ adhuc in membrana cernitur, ſaltem a tempore, 
quo Ravius exemplar vendidit, uſque ad noſtram zta. 
tem ſupereſt. Quid ni quod per ſæculum unum fatum 
eſt, per duo aut tria, ante hæc, fieri potuiſſet? Et dix- 
erit forſan codicis Raviani fautor: ante Ravium illum 
non adeo multorum manibus eſſe verſatum, id quod 
ſufficat ad ſplendorem novitatis ei fervandam. Sunt in 
bibliotheca Regis alii MSS (v. c. Suetonii, 1472 ſeripti) 
qui majorem etiam præ ſe ferunt novitatis ſpeciem. 
Atramentum, quod a La Croxio albicans vocatur, jam 
non niſi fenuatum eſt, et vetuſtatis ſpeciem habet. Mag. 
num quidem apparet diſcrimen inter atramentum quod 
natura albicat, et quod vetuſtatis vi evanuit ; ſed quis 
noſtrum hodie dignoſcere poteſt, utrum atramentum 
codicis noſtri, quod nunc ſerie annorum palluiſſe vi. 
detur, tempore La Crozii eandem indolem habuerit, 
an nunc demum contraxerit ? Literæ Codicis Raviani 
non congruunt MSS antiquioribus; contra ſimillimæ 
funt typis in Polyglottis Complutenſcbus. Illud ſtatim 
apparet : hoc vero in dubium vocari poſſet. Magna 
omninò deprehenditur ſimilitudo inter figuram litera- 
rum Codicis Raviani, et Polyglottorum Complutenſium 
(fi ab indole calamo pictarum et typis impreſſorum dil- 
ceſſeris) nec tamen tanta, ut dici queat ad harum imi- 
fationem illas eſſe expreſſas. Quid? quod typi, qui 
Alcale a Cardinali Ximenio parabantur, procul dubio ad 
exemplar MSS Gracorum (præcipue forſitan Rhodlii) 
fuſi ſunt. Quod fi itaque Cod. Ravianus congruat 
typis Complutenſibus, nil probaret hec ſimilitudo; cur 
enim non reſpondeat figura literarum unius MS Græci 

literis 
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literis alterius ; et cur igitur non congruat Ravianus 
Codex Rhodio, vel alio archetypo, ad cujus ſimilitudi- 
nen typi-Complutenſes fuſi eſſe poſſunt? Id tamen mani- 
feſtum eſt, ductum literarum Codicis Raviani non 
attingere ſæcula ante xv; nec id ſilentio prætereundum 
puto, primas paginas magis anxiè eſſe delineatas, in ſe- 
quentibus vero agiliorem, expeditioremque manum ap- 
parere: ex quo forſan colligi poſſet opus eſſe hominis 
ducendarum literarum non adeo gnari. 


Quod La Crozius ſimpliciter dicet, ſcribam indoctum 
etiam mendas typographicas expreſſiſſe, ut omnino con- 
ſtet &c.— id quidem nimis feſtinanter ab illo dictum eſt. 
Codex Ravianus a textu Complutenſium INNUMERIS Lo- 
ois diſcrepat. Non ego omnes locos qui in libris jam laudatis 
recenſentur evolvi propter temporis anguſtias, imprimis cum Steſchius, 
qui jam cum Bie/tero bibliothecæ Regis præeſt, a Goexzio rogatus di- 
ligentiſime codicem noſtrum perluſtraverit. In ſolo Evangelio 
Matthæi, præter ea quæ abſque dubio lapſus ſcribentis 
ſunt, 50 lectiones variantes inveniuntur, quibus Codex 
RNavianus ab editione Complutenſi diſcedit, quarum no- 
tatu digniſſimæ ſunt: Matt. ii: 13, Editio Compluten/is 
legit anonox: Ravianus contri amoxlavai, XV. 22 Com- 
plutenſis ingauyac ald Ravianus mot O avry xvi: 
26 Complutenſis wpmeurai, Ravianus j .- xvii : 
2 Complutenſis ws To gus Ravianus ws ' $wwv Xxlilt: 8 
Complutenſis uabnyilns Ravianus $:9aczan@» — ix: 30 
Ravianus poſt avioxheour aurw addit raęa xęnha—xi: 
21 poſt crow addit Ravianus xafnperai—xiii: 4 poſt 
ra wterewe Ravianus addit Tu OUVPavy,l, Joan. V: 10 
Complutenſis legit de Ravianus u Judæ 22 Com- 

plutenſis 
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plutenſis execute αονννẽç , Ravianus Ni Jaxpwours 
v. Sufficiant hæc : ſatis enim ſuperque demonſtrant 
ſcribam non literarum Græcarum rudem fuiſſe. 


Nec id flocci faciendum eſt, omnes iſtos variantes 
lectiones uno vel altero MS confirmari, id quod noſtris 
temporibus poſt Milii, Weſſtenii, aliorumque recenſiones 
textus Græci nihil probaret, ſed ante centum, et quod 
excurrit, annos haud facile a falſario quovis perficl 
poterat. 


Attamen qui omnem lapidem movere vellet, et omnes 
loci, quibus codex Ravianus a Complutenſi diſcedit, dili. 
genter colligendi eſſent, ut inde perſpiceret an variantes 
lectiones ex editionibus principibus, quorum vix forte 
conferendi copia fuiſſet falſario, hauriri potuerint. Qui 
ſententiæ La Crozii favent, id inter alia potiſſimum ur- 
gent, 1. Joan. v: 4, in codici Raviani deeſſe verba ua. 
all ros % QUE in Polygl. Complutenſi integram, et 
quidem unicam lineam complent. En (ait auctor 
quidam in Collectionibus Halenſibus ad promovendam eru- 
ditionen theologicam, quas Semlerus edidit) “ ſcriba tran- 
filit lineam ; neceſſe igitur eſt, ut depinxerit textum Com- 
plutenſem. Qui enim alias factum eſſet ut nec plura, nec pau- 
ciora omitteret, quam quæ in na lineola comprehend- 
untur ? —Fateor mihi ipſi hoc argumentum validiſſi- 
mum viſum fuiſſe. Ex quo vero curioſius textum ex- 
aminavi, ſtatim deprehendi ouo:dauls induxiſſe ſcribam. 
Bis enim in eodem commate occurrit xocoy et caſu 


factum eſſe poteſt, ut quæ a xoguey priori ad xh fe- 
cundum 
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cundum ſequuntur, in editione Complutenſi lineolam 
compleant. Et in epiſtola Fude 15, omiſit ſcriba co- 
dicis Raviant ſex verba (te. rally Twy £eYwv g OH 
aulur) quæ in textu Complutenſi non una lineola com- 
prehenduntur, ſed aperte homeiateleutis ſeductus omiſit 
quæ duo iſta ao interirent, 

Lectiones, quæ ſingulares vocantur, codici Raviana 
cum Polyglottis Complutenſibus communes eſſe innume- 
ras, vix eſt quod memorem. Nihil vero exinde colli- 
gendum eſſe mihi quidem videtur, niſi quod codex 
noſter eidem familiæ ſit annumerandus, cui is, ex quo 
Complutenſes editores potiſſimum textum ſuum hauſerint. 
Majus faciunt momentum mendæ typographorum, qua 
in Polyglottis Complutenſibus leguntur, quæque ſuſpican- 
tur ex his in codicem noſtrum eſſe tranſcriptas. Ita 
videlicet in Raviano, æque ac in editione Complutenſi, 
exaratum eſt: Matt, xxii: 19, Tgoreyxar—Galat. iii: 
19, ,,, Act. xxv: 19, Jurudziporiag—l. Joan. 
1: 6. ruduptla—l. Joan. ii: 27, xpoun didaαπτν Cap. 
It 2 2, o- Apocal. Ii: 17, xα⁰, &c, 


Quid ? quod in rebus minutiſſimis nonnunquam mi- 
rabilis conſenſus ſervatur inter MS noſtrum, et edi- 
tionem impreſſam; ambo, exempli gratia, 1. Joan. ii: 
22, a. Cap. iii: all. Apacal. ii: 2, dnn junctim 
exhibent Act. vii: 20, 22, 29, ſeq. ubi Complutenſis 
Morne, et Mouong, legendo alternant, et Codex Ravianus 
iſdem vicibus ponit, et omittit 70 u, et quæ ejuſmodi 
ſunt reliqua. Nec tamen hic elabendi rima codicis Ra- 

viani 
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viani defenſoribus deeſt. Dicere enim poſſent: fine 
dubio editores Complutenſes quendam MS (fortaſſe Rho. 
dium) fideliter deſcribendam curarunt, et poſt variantes 
lectiones & MSS aliis collectas, quas e re ſua arbitra. 
bantur, inſeruerunt, parum attenti ad lapſus librarii 
quos ſcriba, quo utebantur, non ſelùm repetierat, ſed 
et hic illic incurius auxerat. (ex. Millius in Proleg. 5 
1091 ſeqq.) Id ſaltem manifeſtum eſt, perverſarum 
lectionum, quæ plerumque ſphalmata typographica nun. 
cupantur, nonnullas editorum potius, ſive incuriæ, ſive 
imperitiz, quam typographo eſſe tribuendas, quum 
exdem in Lexico repetantur; fic circa apz:dngav, Rom. 
iv. (pro quo Codex Ravianus exhibet age0ncav) 1. Cor, 
iv: 11, yopuievouev (quod et codex Ravianus legit) in 
lexico quoque chorda oberrant eadem, 


Quz cum ita ſint, haud abſonum foret, ſi cui place. 
ret, codicem no/trum apographum eſſe, NON e Complutenſi- 
bus, ſed ex ALIO MS, quem editores n potifo 
fimum ſecuti ſint, concinnatum, 


Quod fi conceſſeris, non mirandum foret codicem noſtrum ubivis 
conſentire cum editione impreſſa, exceptis tantùm variantibus lectioni- 
bus, quas editores, ut critici, quam ſuſceperant, perſonæ ſatisfacerent, 
hic illic ſpaſerunt ; nec quæ re vera ſphlamata typographorum ſunt, 
exprimere :—videlicet—A&, v: 21, Complutenſis xc, Ravianus dt;— 
eodem cap. v: 31, Complutenſis mpevpn, Ravianus ü. !. Core 
vil : 8, teilt,, Rawianus meg(evoprr—t- Cor. ix: 23, (- 
* , Ravianus (Cuynov—l, Cor, xi; 9—exVi;hn, Ravianus 
txlighn, — &c. 


Omnia 
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Omnia hc accuratius perpendenti mihi quidem videtur, Codicem 
Ravianum adhuc non ſatis certo pro apographo Polyglottorum haberi; 
multo minus Rawium de tali frayde rite aceuſari poſſe. Hoc an probari 
poſſit eo magis dubito, quum, teſtimoniis hiſtoricis.deſtituti, nunquam 
cette ſcire poſſimus, deceptorne an deceptus ſuerĩt Revins. Mud qui 
defendere vellet, diligentius, quam nunc factum eſt, non ſolum ambo 
conferre, ſed et ad ſontes, & quibus lectiones variantes hauriri potuer- 
int, ſtudios? attendere deberet. Quumqꝗue magnus conſenſus inter co- 
dicem Revianum, et Laudianum ii. appareat, hie quoque (quamdiu 
ſcilicet Rhodius latet) conſulendus foret. © Conſtitueram apud animum 
Apocalypſim, quz a Laudiano ii non exhibetur, conferre ; eumque in 
finem duo priora capita (in quibus codex Ravianus omnino congruum 
cum Complutenſi inveni, niſi quod codex Rawianus, Cap. ii: 5 legit 
uilavongas) perſcrutatus ſum : ſed, occupationibus diſtrictus, 4 1 
de cœpto, ne longius differretur reſponſum meum. 


Extra omnem dubitationis aleam, fi nihil aliud, id quidem poſi- 
tum eſt, Codicem Ravianum, in re critica, vix ullius momenti eſſe, 
non tam quod non vana ſuſpicione prematur, ſed quod valde recens ſit, 


Steſchio aliiſque judicibus certè poſt annum 1453 ſcriptus (ex Blan- 
chini evangeliar. quadrupl.) (6) 


Cupidifſimus ſam literas Tas ad Gibbonem legendi, 
et me tibi devinctiſſimum reddes novz editionis exem- 
plar mecum communicando. Poſt Wefenium enim in 
Germania tot Critici, præcipue Semlerus, Michaelis, et 
Mosquz Matthei (qui decem omnino codices primum 
examinavit) aliique quc:dila lectionis 1. Joann. v: 7 
oppugnirunt,—ut jam ſtatione deceſſiſſe videantur diQi 
illius propugnatores. 


Vale, Scribo Beralini, xxv Martii, MDCCLXX XV. 


= J. F. ZOELLNER. 


(5) The arguments, to which M. Zoellner bere alludes, do not prove that 


tie MS was written after the middle of the fifteenth century. It was moſt 
Probably written in the beginning of that century. 
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N. B. The paſſages, here printed in a different 
type, were omitted in the ſecond edition of the Letters, 
the firſt, ſecond, and laſt paſſages intentionally, the 

others by the error of the Printer. They are here 
added, becauſe Michaelis, in his Review of A. D. 
1786 ſays, that M. Zoellner complained of the omiſ 
fron ; although their inſertion ſeems to produce little 
or no effect, beyond the enlargement of this Appendix, 


No XXXIX. 


Go. THEO PH. PAPPELBAUM'S deſcription of the Ma. 
nuſcript of Berlin. 


It is well known to contain all the books of the N. J. 
in two volumes. Its ſize is ſmall folio or large quarto. 
The leaves are of thick and ſtrong parchment, above 
10+ inches long and above 7 inches broad. 


In the firſt volume are contained the four Goſpels 
and the Epiſtle to the Romans. In the ſecond, are 
the remaining books of the N. T. in the ſame order as 
in the Complutenſian edition. The leaves are folded up 
in ſuch a manner as to make half quaternions. But 
neither the ſheets, nor the leaves or pages are marked 
with letters, figures, or in any other manner. 


The letters are characters of moderate ſize, which 
may be ſuppoſed even from this circumſtance, that in 


both volumes together there are 584 leaves, which 
however 
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however contain only the text of the N. T. However 
they are not, as Saubertus aflerts, properly ſpeaking, 
large, but letters of common ſize, and thoſe are quite 
fimilar to the letters of the Complutenſian edition, as is 

evident on inſpection. 


In the beginning the letters in our MS. are ſmaller, 
and increaſe by degrees even in the firſt volume; but 
in the ſecond their ſize is ſtill more increaſed, as we 
approach towards the end. 


It is likewiſe remarkable that each letter of our MS. 
although the character is ſmall, ſtands ſeparate, and 
not connected by ſtrokes, as is the general practice in 
Manuſcripts written in ſmall characters; which although 
one might have had no opportunity of ſeeing Greek 
manuſcripts, may be learned from Montfaucon's Palæ- 
ozraphia Graeca, and thoſe ſpecimens which Matthaez 
has added to his eight volumes of the N. T. from the 
manuſcripts of the Mo/covian Library. 


There is nothing in the whole MS. to be met with, 
but barely letters. Not only the Accents and Spirits, 
with the iota ſubſcribed, but even the punQuation and 
the puncta diaeręſcos are left out: which indeed make 
a ſingular contraſt with the ſmall letters. 


The firſt letter and the title of each book are in text; 
which title ſerves for the whole book, there being no 
running title. But theſe text-letters (unciales litera) 
1 are 
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are not ſquits; but tall and lender, which likewiſe 
me their recent date. 


The rules, which the tranſcriber obſerved in point 
of letters are the following : Tau is in the beginning of 
words long (7) as in the Complutenſian edition. Sigma 
as in the Complutenſian, is written with two letters (cr) 
Sigma is in the beginning and in the middle of words, 
even where for want of room the Scribe has divided a 
word at the end of a line, long (s) as in the Compiu. 
tenſian edition; at the end of a word it is ſhort (g.) In 
this reſpe& this MS is more accurate than the Comply. 
tenſian edition, which frequently has a long Sigma at the 
end of a word. I have but once found in this MS a 
long Sigma at the end of a word, which was either in 
the Apocalypſe or in ſome of the Catholic Epiſtles, and 
afterwards again in the ſecond os in Matt. xii: 32. In. 
fignificant as this obſervation may appear, it is however 
uſeful in many caſes, e. gr. to a certain and accurate 
critic of the variant Matt. ix: 18, concerning which 
Michaelis has treated in his edition of his introduction. 
For in that paſſage our MS does not read, in one word, 


ece)bwy, but as in the Complutenſian edition «5 exfuy with 
a ſhort Sigma and the uſual diſtance. 


The books are without any diviſion into chapters, 
ſections, paragraphs periods, or members. No where 
do we find a great diſtance, or prominent large letter, 
or mark of a new period, or figures or marks at the 
bottom. The letters are only directed by ſome dit- 

tances, 
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tances, which agree with the numeral words of the 
Complutenſian edition ſo accurately, that the critique. of 
La Croze, concerning our MS, acquires by this cir- 
cumſtance an additional weight. 


If any perſon would take the trouble to examine the 
whole N. T. he would have a plenteous gleaning in this 
way. In my enquiry into more remarkable paſſages I 
met with many inſtances of this kind which I did not 
think worth adducing, as it abounded in more deciſive 
evidences. 


All letters, even the uncials, are written with black 
ink, without the leaſt embelliſhments, and in the whole 
MS there is not one ſtroke to be ſeen in any other co- 
lour. Generally ſpeaking the copyiſt had no view to 
beauty and ornament for though he began every book 
with a new page, and left at the top and end thereof a 
tolerably large margin, yet it was no where marked ; 
hence even the foremoſt margin, though not in the be- 
ginning, yet generally and in the ſecond volume eſpe- 
cially, is as crooked and unequal as the margin of a let- 
ter written in a careleſs manner. Moreover the lines 
are not always written at the ſame diſtance, nor is a 
certain number always contained in one page. At firſt 
generally there are twenty-four lines in one page, but 
in ſubſequent leaves the number ſo decreaſes, that 
are generally no more than twenty-two or twenty-one 
lines and ſometimes leſs. There are likewiſe contained 
in the firſt pages more letters than in the ſubſequent 

ones, 
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ones, owing to the letters in the latter pages being of 
larger ſize, and at greater diſtance than in the former 
Ones. | 


Upon the whole the nearer we approach to the end 
of the MS, the more we perceive the diſpatch and care- 
leſſneſs of the writer by the daſhing and airineſs of the 


tr okes. 


I did not obſerve any abbreviations though I reviewed, 
with this deſign, every page even of thoſe books which 
I have not collated. Which indeed is very extraor- 
dinary, conſidering that in MSS written in ſquare and 
other letters, abbreviations are very frequently to be 
met with. However, the Complutenſian edition has 


none. | 


The number of faults proves that our MS is not care- 
fully reviewed and corrected. For what ſort of a cor- 
rector would have ſuffered them to have eſcaped his ob- 
fervation? Certainly no man will look upon the few 
emendations as proofs of a later review, or done by 
another hand, eſpecially when it is conſidered, that the 
emendations were made with ink, that agreed in ſhade 
with that of the page wherein they were made. 


The titles of the books do not always perfectly agree 
with the Complutenſian edition. At times they are 


ſhorter, generally the ſame words arranged in a dif- 
ferent - 
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ferent order. The Apocalypſe is the only book, wherein 
the ſame words follow each other in the ſame order. 


The ſubſcriptions or concluſions of the books are, 
throughout, omitted ; a deficiency which our MS has 
in common with the Complutenſian edition, with this 
difference only that in the Complutenſian edition the 
end of each book is always marked, which in our M6 
is done only in the Apocalypſe, and herein again the 
words are placed in the ſame order as in the Compluten- 
ſian edition. 


There is not the leaſt trace in our MS concerning the 


place, the time, or the perſon by whom it was written 
and firſt poſſeſſed. 


The pages in both volumes are ſtill ſo clean, that, 
notwithſtanding the paleneſs of the ink, one may read 
the words clearly and without the leaſt difficulty, two 
pages in the ſecond volume excepted, which are a little 
ſoiled. In one of theſe pages is the famous paſſage 
1. John v: 7. The eighth verſe is in the oppoſite page: 
So that when the book is ſhut the two pages meet each 
other. However, all the letters in theſe pages may be 
diſcerned. Might not theſe pages have been ſoiled, 
either before they were bound or afterwards, by the 
frequent handling of perſons, who, in viewing the Royal 
Library, generally turned to theſe pages, becauſe on 
one of them is the notable paſſage 1. John v: 7 con- 
tained? Or might not this volume have been lying 


open 
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open juſt in theſe leaves, on which, as well as many 
others, the chalk being ſtill viſible, duſt might eaſily 
ſtick? La Croze is right when he affirms, that the ink 
upon the whole is very pale. It is rather yellowiſh, 
which indeed it was ſixteen years ago, when I ſaw it 
the firſt time. But who can decide whether the ink 
was choſen with or without deſign to impoſe upon man- 
kind, or whether it was occaſioned by the chalk on the 
parchment ? If La Croze had carefully looked over 
both volumes, he might have perceived that the ink in 
fome places (e. g. in the Epiſtle to Philemon) is black 
in compariſon with that in the Goſpel of St. Matthew 
and many other books of the New Teſtament, 


. 


Note, in the margin of the Complutenſian Edi. 
tion of the New Teſtament, referring to the fifth 


Chapter of the firſt Epiſtle of St. John, verſes 7, 
and 8. | | 


Sanctus Thomas in expoſitione ſecunde decretalis de 
fumma trinitate et fide catholica tractans iſtum paſſum 
contra abbatem Joachim viz. Tres ſunt qui teſtimo- 
nium dant in celo : Pater : Verbum : Et Spiritus Sanc- 
tus: dicit ad litteram verba ſequentia. Et ad inſinu- 
« andam unitatem trium perſonarum ſubditur : Et hi 
tres unum ſunt. Quod quidem dicitur propter eſ- 
& ſentie unitatem. Sed hoc Joachim perverſe trahere 
& yolens ad unitatem charitatis et conſenſus inducebat 


* conſequentem 
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te conſequentem auctoritatem. Nam ſubditur ibidem: 
« tres ſunt qui teſtimonium dant in terra Spiritus: 
« Aqua : et Sanguis. Et in quibuſdam libris additur :. 
« Er hi tres unum ſunt, Sed hoc in veris exemplari- 
bus non habetur : ſed dicitur eſſe appoſitum ab here- 
« ticis Arrianis ad pervertendum intellectum fanum 
« auCtoritatis premiſſe de unitate eſſentie trium per- 
ſonarum.” Hec beatus Thomas ubi ſupra. 


Ne XLI. 


Vitia per epaorolencula Codicum Cæſareorum 
ad quos expreſſa et Editio Vindobonenſis 
F. C. ALTER. 
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Luce v: 26. OEON (rurſus ut in primo exemplo.) 


— Xvi: 4. HE PAT nuagln «5 ot, xai enlatis Th; nut- 
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THAro (rurſus ut in primo exemplo.) 
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Joan. vi: 55. 


— viii . 24. 


— xvii > 14. 


Joan. viii: 14. 


— xvii ; To 


— viii: 14. 
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Philip. iv: 8. 


1. Joan. w: 2. 


— 6. 


. Cor. ix: 20 


Calat. 1 3 8. 
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GENNAD Patriarche ConsTanTINOP. | EX. 
pofitio pro Concilio FLokenT. Cap. i. 
Accedat igitur veritatis præco, et confeſſor mag- 
nus, celebris Athanafius, ut mecum eadem teſtifi- 
cetur. Hic enim in confeſſione ſuæ fidei, cujus 
principium, ** Quicunque vult ſalvus eſſe, ante 
omnia opus eſt ut teneat Catholicam fidem,” ſic 
inquit: Spiritus ſantius, a Patre et Filio, non 
factus, nec creatus, nec genitus, ſed procedens— 
Cum in hur.c locum pervenerim, ſubiit mihi ve- 
hementer flere, et in vocem prorumpere cum la- 
crymis et ejulatu, et eos deplorare, qui ſponte ſua 
adverſus lucem oculos occludunt et veritati oppug- 
nant ; nec f6lum veritati contradicunt, verum etiam 
ſanctos eccleſiæ doctores aſpernantur; neque aſ- 
pernantur ſolim, ſed etiam injuria afficiunt. 
Quamnam defenſionem, vel commiſerationem in- 
venient, qui hæc faciunt? O tuam patientiam, 
CurisTB Rex: quomodo blaſphemantium ora 
non comburuntur ! ATHANASIUM dicere non ve- 
rentur ebrium fuiſſe, & vino oppletum, quando haec 


fſeripfit. 


APPENDIX. 


ſcripſit. Vere plenus erat ſpiritualis poculi, fa. 
pientiæ, et gratiæ ex Spiritus ſancti fonte ſcaturi- 
entis, non ut hi, miſerabiles, dicunt. Propitius 
fit illis Dominus, ac nobis. Tollatur ab eis hæc 
imprudentia; nobiſque —_ ub Athanaſii 
pedibus conſiſtere 


[Max. Bibl. Pair. Ed. 156 e667, vol. xxvi. 
P. 566. * 
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LCUINUS, his MSS and Correctorium, pages 56, 98 
Alter, F. C. profeſſor at Vienna, his communications, 
137, 150, 168, 170, 337, 380 

Anſbert, Ambroſe, 31 
Amoroog—Wwhat, 62, 305, 456 
Apoſtles, original epiſtles of, 89-98, 436 
Aguinas, 20, 394 
Arian controverſy, this text cited in, 35-42, 47, 382, 452 
Arians, accuſed of mutilating the Scriptures, 452 
Aahanaſius— dialogue attributed to him, 32, 142-147, 360-363 
is Symop/is, 51; 148-157, 341, 403 | 
Auguſtine, 45, 174, 355» 370 


B 
Baſil, 162 
Bede, 177, 319, 344 | 
Bengelius, 35, 143, 329, 449, &c. 
Benſon (Dr. his objections conſidered, 70-348 
Bernard (St.) 25 
Beza, Theodore, 8, 12 ; | 
—— his connection with R. Stephens, 185-262 
—— his firſt Greek Teſtament printed by R. Stephens, 196, 


2 
* Bexa, 


2 N D E X. 
Bexa had R. Stephens's 8 Greek MSS in poſſeſſion, 194, 250. 
260 


—— defended againſt Sir Jaac Newton, 390 
Bowyer, Mr. his objections conſidered, 422 
Braſſicanus, his edition of Euchertus, 418 
Britannicus Codex, collated by Eraſe himſelf, 263 


is not the Dublin MS 277. 
— Foſephus, 19 
Bugenhagius, 193, 207 
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Calecas, Emanuel, 20 
Calvin, his judgement on the nerkh, 196 
Canonical Epiſtles, Ferome's title, 1 31 
Caryophilus, 314 
Caſſiodorus, 34, 135 
2 „ Marcus, 46, 177 
Cerinthians, — of, 441 
Charenſis, Hugo, 2 
Complutenſi ran Editors, 6, 14 
defended againſt Dr: Benſon W 
ir J. Newton, 393-396 
— — Mr. Bowyer, 424 
Confitetur, 120 
I. Corinth. viii. 6, how (probably) originally written, e 
Griſpin's Greek Teſtament, 12, 193 
C yprian, 52 
| defended againſt Dr. Benſon, 99-128 
Sir J. Newton, 350-355 
— — Mr. Bowyer, 422 
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Dee 33, 164 
Didymus, 344 
Docetæ, hereſy of, 441 
Duns Scotus, 21 


Durandus, 22, 60 
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EFlipandus, 31 5 ng 66 3 

Enhn, My. referted to, 104. & alibi paſſin 

Epiphanius, 162, 358 | 

Eraſmus, cenſuted, 9, 268-276 

his accuſation of Jerome repelled; 372 

* inſinuations againſt the Codex Britannicus anſwered, 
265 | 3 

—— admits Ferome's preface, 133, 180, 268 

quotes this diſputed text, 27 a> | . 

—— had but one Greek MS en he rejected this text, 


2 3 | 
— Kg ER as to his pretended Greek MSS, 267 
was in England in 15t6, 263 
collated the Codex Britanniths, 264 
Etherius, 31 
Eucherius, 42, 104-118, 104, 418 
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Facundus, 107-118 
Fulgentius, 35-9, 118-122 
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Grammatical argument for the authenticity of the paſſage, 447 


Gibbon, Mr. —general tendency of his publications in reſpect 


to Chriſtianity, 461 
Greek Church—its Confeflion of Faith, 61 


Gregory the Great, his judgement of Ferome's tranſlation, 318 


Grieſbach—his objections anſwered, 406-422 
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Horley (Dr.) 350, 384 
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2 Tranſlation from the Greek text, 43, 1 38, 144, 

9 | . | | 

uotes this diſputed paſſage, 44, 176-179 
fended againſt Dr. 2 129-180 

— — Sir 1, Newton, 363-380 

th | - Eraſmus, 371 

— — Grieſbach, 421 

Ignatius, 162 a | | 

internal ſenſe of the paſſage, 441 

' Feachim, Abbot, 55, 386 w 
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Lateran, Council, 55, 386 
Linus, 161 

Le Long —confuted, 205-219 
Lombard, 2.3 

Louvaine, Divines of, 407 
Luther, 193, 198 | 
Lyranus, 20 


Maffeius, 34 

Marcion, 90-96 

Martianay, 130, 180 i 

Mattbæi, 19, 28, 142, 166 

Martin, his controverſy with Emlyn, 105 

his application of the ward xg»; not ridiculous, 434 

Marginal interlineation of this text in ſome MSS. accounted 
for, 342 | 13401 0 

Maximus, 32, 143 

Michaelis, his account of the Armenian verſion diſputed, 327- 
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3 hereſy of, 357, 424 
MSS Greek—viz. 
Dublin, Fac-Simile of, 282 $18 
deſcribed, and detended, 277-286 
| not the Codex Britannicus of Eraſmus, a. vs 
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MSS$ Berlin, Fac-Simile of, 304 

deſcribed by M. Pappelbaum, 201 

defended, 286-305 

in the Royal Library at Paris NOT thoſe uſed by R. 
Stephens, 204-26 

one, in that library — No. 60) 361 

Ms K k at Cambridge, not the * iy of R. 8 
410 

MSS in general negleQed, when they had ſerved to 
ſettle the ft edition of the N. Teſt. 437 

how many now known to have been extant at or ſince 
the date of the Compluten/ian edition, 396 

MSS in particular of R. Stephens, how probably loſt, 259 

compared as to the dialogue aſcribed to Athanaſius, 145 

Latin, viz. 

in the Royal Library at Paris, containing the Prologue 
of Jerome, 137 

in the ſame Library, containing the verſe, 333 

in the Libraries at Vienna, containing the Prologue of 75 
rome, 137 

in the ſame Libraries, containing the verſe, 338 

in the Library at Dublin, containing the Prologue of 7. 
rome, 138 
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Nazianzen, Gregory—48, 157-172, 340 

Newton, Sir Tſaac,—his objections conſidered, 249-406 
Nice, Council of, 416 

Nicetas, 166 

Nicon, the Armenian, 331 
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Oecumenius, 181, 344 
Objections, the three principal ones diſcuſſed, 426-460 
Ordo Romanus, 61 
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brary at Paris, 206-263 _- 

——— their (probably) final loſs, 259 
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Tertullian, 53, 75-98, 357 
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FValla, Laurentius, 17, 267-276, 437 
Verſions (or Tranſlations) 
Old Lalic, 66, 318, 436 
erome 8, 43. 66, 138, 318 


yriac, 321, 450, (note) FR 
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Verfions Armenian, 65, 324-332, 380 
Coptit, 324, 380, 450, (note) 
Arabic, Ethiopic, Per fic, 3a 3, 385 454 
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* 
Yeard 9 279 283 
2 


2 Geo. Sig. de, 260 
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Under the MS 5 the to Werftein, add theſe words, pu 
6« 2871, qui Stephano quartus . [Wetſtein ii. p. 1 


— n—monenmom: 


Directions to the Binder. 


Place the Fac-fimile of the Dublin MS at page 282 
Berlin . 3⁰⁴ 
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